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PREFACE 


T 

I ms BOOK IS based on the Godkin Lectures which I 
delivered at Harvard University the last three evenings 
of March 1965. 

During the four years I have been in Washington, I 
have spoken at universities and colleges at least a score of 
times annually. Like most who have been in the class¬ 
room, I have a nostalgia to return, if only occasionally. 
But my primary motive has been to revel in a setting 
where I can put away—for a time—the operations of an 
agency and substitute the process of problem formulation 
and analysis. 

The Godkin Lectures, with their sixty-year tradition 
and the ample amount of time they allow the speaker on 
the stage, provide a unique opportunity to formulate 
basic issues. The give and take during the question period 
affords additional exposure and discussion. Despite the 
fact that there were some unexpected developments dur¬ 
ing the question period, most of the colloquy last March 
centered upon the concepts and general philosophy of 
my lectures. 

Thus if Godkin Lectures contribute something to the 
university community—and I must assume that they do— 
in my case the preparation and delivery of the lectures 
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contiibnted a great deal more to me. And to me it is al¬ 
together fitting that I undertook this analysis at the uni¬ 
versity where, some thirty years ago, I completed my 
undergraduate and graduate training. 

Public administration b popularly conceived of as ac¬ 
tion-oriented. And, too often, it is just that and no more. 
Action without program, problem solving without prob¬ 
lem analv'sis, day-by-day decsions without a philosophy 
are a travesty of public administration. They are inexcus¬ 
able and dangerous in the modem world where public 
polic}- is so vital to the well-being of all citizens. 

These ol^rvariotB cause no controversy in a univer- 
sitv" setting and find general acceptantre once articulated, 
but doing something about the situation does cause diffi¬ 
culties to administrators. Hie pressure to get things done 
are overwhelming. One has to secure necessary legisla¬ 
tion, obciin adequate appropriations, assemble, keep, and 
utilize effectively a competent staff, interpret programs, 
and perform a multiplicity of anticipated funcrtions, as 
well as resolve a large volume of emergency situations. 
Tliese responabilities leave little time and reduced energy 
for analyzing the philosophy that underlies action. 

Th(^ who, like my^lf, have addressed themselves to 
such analysis in the p^t, sometimes tend to assume that 
th^’ have accumulated a Aought bank which will sus¬ 
tain Aem for all time. One of Ae surest ways to extricate 
oneself from this form of delusion is to contemplate lec¬ 
turing before a university community. There Ae auA- 
ence is composed primarily of persons who are continu¬ 
ally formulating and (Aallenging Ae philosophy which. 
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consciously or unconsciously, provides the rationale for 
administrative action* 

As it turned out, my audiences at Harvard were com¬ 
posed partly of citizens from nearby communities who 
had little concern for philosophy but held definite views 
about local developments. Thus, when urban renewal 
was discussed, their presence and participation made the 
question period quite lively. (I was told that seldom had 
it been as heated.) Unfortunately the tone of that collo¬ 
quy cannot be reproduced here; I mention it only to 
suggest that the subject matter of this book is of great 
concern to many and diverse elements in the population. 

This volume is far from being a mere transcript of the 
lectures as delivered. I have expanded the manuscript, re¬ 
written much of it, added illustrative materials and sup¬ 
porting data, reorganized the chapters on urban renewal 
and dilemmas of race, and in some instances taken ac¬ 
count of later developments. In the process I have bene¬ 
fited from the perceptive editorial suggestions of Mr. 
Max Hall of Harvard University Press. 

R.C.W. 


blousing and Home Finance Agency 
Washington, D.C. 

June 1965 
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Dilemmas of Urban America 



I 

URBANIZATION 


C 

^ EVEN OUT OF ten people in the United States live in 
urban areas, and by 1970 the proportion will be even 
greater. Our technology has enabled us to produce more 
and more farm products with less and less farm man¬ 
power, so that those living on farms are decreasing 
absolutely and relatively. We are in fact, though perhaps 
not in our thinking or in our governmental institutions, an 
urban people. Our most pressing problems result from 
our urbanism. 

But, as a comparatively young nation which finds much 
of its most glorious tradition and unique philosophy in 
terms of an agricultural past, we often manifest a cultural 
hangover. Even Thomas Jefferson, the champion of the 
common man, feared the city mob so much that he 
wanted no large urban concentrations of the population. 
This anti-city philosophy manifests itself today in our 
propensity to view the city as a symbol of evil and cor¬ 
ruption. Thus, there is a tendency to revel in a glorifica¬ 
tion of the “good old days.” 

We are, of course, slowly lifting this veil of doctrine 
as we are forced to face reality. For me, it is somewhat 
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ironic that the Supreme Court, so often the preserver of 
the jmt, has recently, in its reapporrionment decisions, 
become the prime agency for accelerating a realization 
of our urban present. 

TTie word “urban” as used here means the city and its 
surrounding concentrations of population. Urbanization 
implies a diminution of the importance of agriculture and 
a growth of industrialization. Today it occurs at a time 
when there is a shift from heavy, dirty production to 
light, cdean production. It finds expression, also, in a 
s^nificant rise in the number and proportion of the labor 
supply conc^trated in highly skilled, professional, re- 
^arch, clerical, and service pursuits. It refers to a society 
in which future growth in manpower requirements will 
continue to reflect a lesser need for farm labor, a signifi¬ 
cant relative decline in the demand for untrained work¬ 
ers, a con^Kent concentration of our people m and 
around crities, and the inevitable expansion of metropoli¬ 
tan areas. 

In such a socdeiy, we face problems of land utilization 
ffld development, problems of conserving and revitaliz¬ 
ing our exiting areas of population concentration, and 
adjusmients incident to the relationships between human 
beings who are in varying degrees of proximity one to the 
other. All of these problems arise in a new milieu. As 
contrasted to the relatively simple life of several genera- 
tiom ago, urlm living today involves a complex of 
acrivitiffi in which the individual and the family become 
increasingly dependent upon community action as con- 
trastrai to individual action. This dependence may mani- 
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fcst itself in the need for such mundane things as garbage 
collection, or it may find expression in complicated laws 
and administration having to do with zoning and building 
codes. It may become operative in the provision and 
regulation of parking facilities, or it may involve the 
planning and construction of highways and rapid transit 
facilities. Inevitably urban living presents problems of 
education, employment, and welfare, which usually occa¬ 
sion public policy and public action. 

James Reston recently observed that “in a fit of exu¬ 
berance or absent-mindedness we have increased the 
population of the United States by over 50 million since 
1945.” ^ As we all know, the exuberance and absent- 
mindedness of which Reston spoke are continuing, and 
at such a pace that by the time the children of the last 
fifteen years are grandparents, there may be another 125 
million or so people in this nation. A population of some 
300 million is projected for the turn of the century, and 
at least 85 percent of it will reside in urban areas. 

This growth is the most portentous single fact of our 
time—always excepting the thermonuclear threat. It 
means, among other things, that in the next thirty-five or 
forty years we may have to build as much housing, indus¬ 
trial plants, and highways as we have built in our previous 
history. In the process, the amount of land consumed by 
urbanization will be doubled. 
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NEW COMMUNITIES 


I HE TREMENDOUS population surge of the next thirty- 
five jMis wil be acconunodated largely in what we now 
consider the metropolitan fringe, and, in many cases, in 
undeveloped or agriciiltiiral lands even farther removed 
from existing concentrations of popnktion. Already 
metropolitan growth has produced phenomena variously 
knomm as ‘‘Spread Qty,” “urban sprawl,” and “slurbs.” 
TTioii^ we have done a remarkable job of housing a 
growing population in stroctor^ which quantitatively, 
and often qualitatively, are improve, the resulting urban 
environmeait I^v^ much to be d^ed. Not only has 
ugiin^ botched land uses, but the proce^ has been 
extremely wasteful Baric community faciliti^, snch as 
water and sewer have been often inadequate, and 

al too frequently buit on a piecemeal, too-little-too-late 
bffik Roads and highways have been developed with little 
thought to their repercusioi^ on future land-use patterns, 
and commercial and industrial buildings have gone up 
vrilly-nilly, wherever a local zoning ordinance could 
be obligingly bent. In other instences r^dential enclave 
have fought agaiiKt industrial development at the outset 
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only to mature and find that their earlier action deprived 
the community of a vital supplementary tax base. We 
have suburbs which are lacking in cultural facilities and 
harassed by schools that have not expanded to match 
population increases—suburbs which remain inaccessible 
to the service workers who are so sorely needed. 

These criticisms are familiar. There is, however, 
another feature of our land use which has been less fre¬ 
quently articulated. The tendency in the past has been to 
bulldoze down trees and pleasant rolling land contours 
in a hurried effort to build as quickly, and often as cheap¬ 
ly, as possible. Not only does this violate nature but it 
seems to me to violate logic as well. For it destroys some 
of the very attributes which are supposed to recommend 
suburban living—a remrn to open spaces and enjoyment 
of the beauties of the countryside. This haphazard devel- 
opiuent has left us with a considerable deficit, in terms 
of the physical condition of many of our suburban com¬ 
munities and particularly in terms of their capacity to 
accommodate future growth. 

In the midst of a certain amount of physical chaos, 
there has developed such a social uniformity as to provide 
ammunition for pundits and philosophers. Oscar Handlin 
writes, “What is new [in the long-term movement to 
the suburbs] is the effective motivation—the insistence 
upon constructing small, uniform, coherent communi¬ 
ties, and the surrender of the adventure of life in the 
larger units with all the hazards and opportunities of 
unpredictable contacts.” ^ 

Actually, of course, many residents in suburbia have 
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found much of what they sought when they moved 
away from the dty. For them there is comfort and iden- 
tificadon in Herb^ Cans’ words: “Most of the people 
who have written about suburbia come—like other 
writers—from the cosmopolite upper middle cla^. Their 
criridsm of suburban life is actually directed at working- 
and lower middle-class, non-cosmopolite ways, which 
can be found in most dly neighborhoods as well, but 
are not as visible there as they are in suburbia.” “The 
m)Th of suburbia,” according to Cans, “is only a con¬ 
temporary variation on a theme that has been pro min ent- 
in American critical writing for many decades.” ^ 

To me, Handlin, to a lesser degree, and Cans, to a 
significant degree, appear to have over-intellectualized 
the situation. Many Americans have never enjoyed the 
“adventure of life in the larger units” to which Handlin 
refers.® And this is brought home when I visit small col¬ 
lege towns and listen to those who grew up in New 
York Qty. They are the true proponents of “small, uni¬ 
form, coherent communities,” and I get the impression 
that they would withdraw into such a community regard- 
les of where they lived. Pressures for sodal unif ormity 
are not r^tricted to suburbia; nor are they unknown in 
central dries. 

PerhajB, in their unconsdous, some of the critics of 
suburbia reflect the values of the “cosmopolite upper 
middle class,” but many of the characteristics they attri¬ 
bute to suburbia are the trademarks of suburbs. The 
cultural attributes of suburbia and central cities are a 
reflection of personal preferences as well as physical and 
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social environments. No doubt each environment exerts 
an influence towards particular values and conduct, but 
in a society where there is a high degree of mobility for 
most urban dwellers, individual preferences go far in 
determining the types of communities we elect to live in. 

I suggest that the lure of the suburbs is basically no 
different from the motivation that underlies all migra¬ 
tion: the push of the defects of the environment from 
which the migrant moves and the pull of the attractive¬ 
ness of the place to which he goes. In many instances the 
“pull” may be no more subtle than a desire for a yard 
in which children can play, a place where there can be 
a garden, and an oppormnity for home ownership. As 
in all migration, the movement to suburbia in tliis nation 
has resulted in realization of hopes and in disappointment. 

In the controversy over the relative merits of the 
suburb, each individual has to make his own choices. 
Apparently, this is exactly what the American people 
have been, and are, doing. From what one can observe, 
there is far from a universal, monolithic judgment. And 
for many persons, choices vary at different periods in an 
individual’s age span, reflecting the relative advantages 
that suburbs and central cities afford. 

There is, however, a by-product of suburbia which 
complicates our urban living. It is the dichotomy in iden¬ 
tification between the suburbs and the central cities. 
This dichotomy is a linear descendant of the traditional 
urban-rural conflict. For as William H. Whyte observed, 
“long before there were suburbs there was a rural-urban 
conflict. A persistent theme in utopian literature has been 
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the basic immorality of cities and the coupling of the 
good hfe with the rural virtues.” * As a consequence, 
there is too little willingness to identify the problems 
of city and suburb as parts of a single metropolitan prob¬ 
lem. Neither growth in the metropolitan fringes nor 
decay in the older areas of the central city can be con¬ 
veniently sorted out and considered alone. The two 
components of the metropolitan complex arc interde¬ 
pendent; and if one questions this, let him consider for 
a moment the matter of transportation. It, like so many 
other urban problems, does not stop at the geographic 
limits of local governments nor can its solutions fail to 
cross these proliferated hnes of political control. 

Regardless of the merits or defects of our present 
suburbs, we shall have more of them in the future. The 
issue we face, therefore, is not a choice of whether or 
not we construct more housing in the fringe areas and 
beyond, but whether or not we can do so in a more 
creative, economic, and aesthetically attractive manner. 

people’s aspirations 

Before there can be meaningful discussion of the instru¬ 
ment, or the instruments, which could best improve 
suburban hving, it will be necessary to consider briefly 
the structure of suburbia. Given our technical know¬ 
how, our natural resources, and our general affluence, 
to what sort of suburbs could we aspire? What human 
values are important and what physical arrangements 
could facilitate them? This calls for more than a catalogue 
of what is right and what is wrong vidth suburbia today; 
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and it is less than the development of Utopia. It is com¬ 
plicated by the fact that we are a heterogeneous popula¬ 
tion, living in a society which prides itself on freedom 
of choice and wide opportunities for consumer prefer¬ 
ences. 

What we want is, in no small measure, determined by 
what we can envision. And what we can envision is con¬ 
ditioned by what we dream as well as what we see. As 
a people, who are, for the most part, socially and eco¬ 
nomically mobile, we have a tendency to accept the 
established, to question the novel, and to resist the 
unknown. For mobility creates insecurity, and insecurity 
breeds conservatism. Nowhere is this more apparent than 
in shelter. A home is the most costly possession of most 
Americans and one of their basic symbols of status. The 
building industry and financial instimtions, partly be¬ 
cause of these tendencies and partly because of their own 
conservatism, develop an inertia against innovation. Thus, 
although it is relatively easy to list the defects of our 
present housing and community facilities, it is quite diffi¬ 
cult to prescribe the ideal. 

But there are certain things that cannot be left out of 
consideration. There are amenities which are consistent 
with comfort and efficiency. There are principles of 
site design which make for safe and satisfying patterns 
of living. The location of our housing concentrations 
and their relationships one to the other and to the central 
city influence the ease with which we can travel within 
and throughout the urban complex and the extent to 
which we make nature available to our people. Design, 
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bott of conunimities and the elements in them, deter¬ 
mines the aesthetics of our environment. 

All are interrelated and, in turn, are influenced by the 
arrangements we make for transportation, open spaces, 
and communications. The life that exists in any neighbor¬ 
hood or community is of course, determined, in large 
part, by the composition of the population which lives 
in it. Also, it is ^ected by the economic character of 
the area. A bedroom suburb nurtures certain cultural 
jrattems, values, and conduct which tend to differ from 
these rhar blossom forth in a community where most 
residents find employment as weU as shelter within its 
borders. 

Suburbs are deeply affected by transportation facili¬ 
ties. Indeed, the rise of suburbia of this nation owes 
something to the railroad industry, despite the more 
recent abandonment of the industry’s concern for com¬ 
muters. Half a century ago the railroads found them¬ 
selves ■Buth underutilized lines and abundant land grants. 
Some of them nurtured the concept of suburban living 
and contributed gready to the national image of the joys 
and virtue of livii^ closer to nature. Subsequently the 
axeetcar and the bus facilitated more extensive suburban 
living. 

Today the automobile influence significantly the 
structure of the suburbs—and to a remarkable degree the 
central city. It has gready expanded the possibflitie of 
suburban living, contributing to the scatteration which 
now plague our land. Also, the automobile has led to 
the growing need for highways, freeways, and turn- 
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pikes, all of which eat up urban land, at the same time 
that they influence, if not dictate, the location of housing. 
No practical solution to urban land use can be envisioned 
that fails to take into account the automobile and other 
forms of transportation. 

There is no one pattern of suburbia that will satisfy 
the needs and aspirations of all our people. In addition, 
these aspirations are not static; they are, however, in 
large measure limited by the existing patterns and 
arrangements which the people can see and experience. 
This means that we must not only think and talk about 
better environments but also create them. We will have 
to experiment. We will have to build models. 

By “we,” I mean both government and private indus¬ 
try. In our economy, there are basic roles for both, as 
well as for joint efforts involving both. 

In order to embark upon this activity intelligently, we 
need to establish a theoretical basis for our actions. This 
requires utilization of our best thinking, and it requires 
careful discussion and debate. But we cannot wait until 
the discourse is completed before we begin to experi¬ 
ment. Indeed, the need for more housing will assure 
expansion in home building and urban development; the 
opportunity is to guide them into new expressions that 
may better serve the needs and meet the aspirations of 
the American public. 

In all of this no element is fixed. Man’s needs change 
and his concepts of them change, often at a less rapid 
pace. Taste and preferences are variable, too. And each 
new form or arrangement in the physical settings in 
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which we live, in tnrn, changes our perspectives and 
influences our tastes and preferences. 

It is in such a dynamic frame of reference that we 
must consider proposals for better foniis of url)an living. 
Although there is some degree of consensus as to what 
we want-more comfort, more beauty, greater efficiency, 
and environments that maximize happiness and satisfac¬ 
tion—we have not yet discovered, and probably never 
will discover, the optimum arrangement. Indeed, there 
are probably a series of such patterns. Meanwhile, as 
we broaden our choices, our objectives will shift. 
Although there are no definitive solutions, we know 
that we can have a better environment. Like mankind 
everywhere, we are seeking to achieve it. 

Our generation is blessed in that for most of us, the 
problems of acute scarcity and poverty no longer exist. 
For those who still experience poverty, wc arc embark¬ 
ing upon efforts to eliminate it. We arc capable of 
producing enough not only to sustain and improve our 
standard of living but to provide also sufficient food, 
clothing, and shelter for all in this nation and many 
elsewhere. 

As a people so endowed, we are tempted to concen¬ 
trate upon a solution that will supply the answer to all 
our problems. We seek a formula that will, at once, be 
logical, simple, and satisfying. If it is one that exists 
elsewhere, so much the better. For, as a practical people, 
we can point to it and thereby identify a prototype that 
all can see and emulate. But sometimes we get a little 
overenthusiastic about the prototype. 
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NEW TOWNS 

In an effort to achieve more rational land use, ethnical¬ 
ly and economically diveraified new developments, and 
more attractive environments, there has been a tendency 
to look for the solution. For suburbia, the most populi: 
answer among some pl ann ers and liberals seems to be 
“new towns.” 

These are primarily a European institution, concen¬ 
trated in Great Britain and Scandinavia- They are well- 
planned large communities, usually removed from exist¬ 
ing cities, providing housing accommodations, employ¬ 
ment opportunities, and public, educational, and cultural 
facilities, as well as commercial amenities. They are 
usually planned, executed, and owned by a governmental 
entity. In most of the European new towns the residents 
find employment, social life, and housing within the bor¬ 
ders of the development. 

Regretfully, one notes that much that has been written 
on the subject in this country describe Eurof«an exper¬ 
ience and then propose a reproduction of it in the United 
States. Without going into details at this point, let it be 
noted that we cannot succesfuUy recreate in this nation 
approaches and programs which have evolved out of a 
somewhat different European environment. Recognition 
of this fact led me a year ago to speak of “new communi¬ 
ties” rather than “new towns” in America. 

In 1953 the Bowery Savings Bank published a pamphlet 
on The English New Town. Its purpose was “to invite 
attention to the British experiment by those officially con¬ 
cerned with housing matters and especially by the gov- 
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eminent mortgage insoiance agencies and the institutions 
finsiTieing such insured mortgages.” With rare perception 
the arricle stated: “The medtods followed in the British 
experiment are not put forward as a pattern for adoption 
in the United States. The British hikorical background 
and political philcsophy diflEer too greatly from the 
American tradition and tdewpoint . . . But while we 
may di^gree with Biidsh methods, it is possible at the 
^me time to sympathize with their objectives and 
respect their achievements.” ® Unfortunately, much of 
the current American discussion about new towms has 
ignored these warnings sounded over a decade ago. 

Not only is there uncritical espousal of the European 
new-town concept, but there b also a reliance upon that 
instrument as the suburban cure-all for our urban explo¬ 
sion. In a nation where fads are popular, this was perhaps 
inevitable; yet such a fad has more serious implications 
than most others. Overanphasis upon new towms, as 
a solution to urban sprawl and as the form of future 
suburban development, could well divert our attention 
from more fundamental and comprehensive approaches. 

This is no figment of my imagination. Albert Mayer, 
for example, said lecendy that new towms in America 
would require a public, government-backed body to 
acquire and retain the land. The resulting communities 
would be to a maximum extent self-contained, as far as 
daily operations are concerned. Thus, Mr. Mayer, who 
clearly states that he has drawn heavily from British 
and Swedidi experiences, proposes new towms as the 
ideal form of suburban development. He would look to 
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new towns—both newly created and formed by die en¬ 
largement of existing suburban communities—as the 
principal instrument for meeting the housing needs of 
the impending population explosion in the United States.® 
Dennis O’Harrow, executive director of the American 
Society of Planning OfGcials, is unequivocal. As the title 
of his recent article on the subject suggests, the issue for 
him is “New Towns or New Sprawl?” He affirms that 
large-scale developments are inevitable and “if they are 
not to be sprawl, they must be reasonably self-sufficient 
and self-contained. They will then be ‘new towns’ in 
the English sense.” This doctrinaire approach is rein¬ 
forced by the statement “there is still another essential 
for a proper new town. This is that jrom its very begin¬ 
ning the new town must have a clearly stated maximum 
size and some assurance that the maximum will be 
respected.” Finally, Mr. O’Harrow concludes that “gov¬ 
ernment and only government is the proper agency to 
assume the initiative and responsibility for producing 
our future urban nation,” a position, of course, with 
which Albert Mayer would concur and one which fol¬ 
lows English precedents. I encountered this article just 
as I had finished reading an impressive study of the new- 
town movement in Great Britain. It, too, had a significant 
title, The Neiv Totims, The Answer to Megalopolis.^ 
English new towns were designed to deal with prob¬ 
lems which had long harassed English cities. Among 
these were the enormous size of London and its ten¬ 
dency to continue to grow. Also, the increasing concen¬ 
tration of industry in the southern part of the island had 
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occasioned concern and dissatisfaction. The British, long 
before Americans and "with a more nnswerving passion, 
pined for individnal, free-standing cottages with gardens. 
Thus, it was natural that the garden-city concept of Ebe- 
Howard would provide a workable vehicle to meet 
the needs. Lewis Mumford has summarized well the 
>*ggpnr*p. of How^d^s theory, saying: Howard s first 
great contribution to the new towns movement was his 
conception that the parts of a city were in organic rela¬ 
tion to each other, and that there was accordingly a 
functional limit- to the growth of any one element, as to 
the growth of the whole. Using London as die classic 
p-rampip of disorganized overgrowth, he sought to relieve 
the pressure of congestion by colonizing its excess of 
population in new centres, limited in area and popula¬ 
tion-” * But Howard, unlike some of his disciples, ciid 
not stop with the concept that a single garden city or 
a scattering of them would be adequate. Rather he 
envisioned, according to Mumford, “the creation of a 
regional rmif rhar would bring into a single organized 
system at least ten cities with a total population of three 
hundred thousand, bound together by a rapid public 
transportation system that would unify the cities and 
make them Operate, for any purpose that involved all 
of them, as a single unit.” 

In modem Britain new towns have been created, in 
part, to put an end to cities’ (especially London’s) posi¬ 
tive increase in over-all employment capacity and total 
population.^^ Thus, the new-towns program was designed 
to effect a significant displacement of population-^® Basic 
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to this program are assertions that cities are now hy com¬ 
mon consent too large and national government action 
is required to limit their size.^* At the same time, it was 
recognized that control of the location of employment is 
the key to population redistribution. To deal with the 
problems which faced Great Britain it was necessary to 
accept the idea of a national planning authority of some 
kind and the creation of a system of land-use control and 
a machinery for town construction.^* Thus the New 
Towns Act of 1946 provided for the creation of ad hoc 
development corporations, appointed and financed by 
the National Ministry of Town and County Planning. It 
was these bodies which developed the recent new towns 
—developments which are aptly described as Govern¬ 
ment New Towns.*® 

Through government loans to the government-created 
corporations, it has been possible to place land ownership 
in the public sponsor and have the latter lease it to tenants. 
This was facilitated to a marked degree by the English 
precedents in the practices of aristocratic landowners 
who also retained land ownership and permitted tenants 
to occupy it under various arrangements. 

Little analysis is required to indicate that our problems 
differ from those which harassed England, that our tra¬ 
ditions and instruments of government are not comparable 
to those of the English, and that we have no such prece¬ 
dents in land tenure. 

Whereas feudalism gradually gave way to the manorial 
system, which is the backbone of the precedent for 
leaseholdings in England, the tradition of land tenure 
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differed in tbe New World. One of die inducements to 
migration to America, even in colonial times, was the 
pcKsibility of econmnic opportumty. And in that agiicul- 
tnral era, land ownership was a key element in economic 
states. Yet at first there were so few setders and so much 
land that the setders refused to pay either purchase 
price or rent for it. As Marion Qawson has written, 
“The idea of unrestricted land ownership, in sharp con¬ 
trast to feudal land tenure, was widely held by the time 
of die Revolurion, and it was to dominate American land 
history for a century or more afterward.” 

This concept of unrtstricted land ownership was rein¬ 
forced during the long era of public land disposal. For 
it must be remembered that over two thirds of the total 
area of the forty-ei^t contiguous states has been public 
domain at one time or another, and in the nineteenth 
century we disposed of more than two thirds of the 
public land, or more than half of the total land area of 
die United States. No wonder this disposal acrtivity 
dominated the politics and economics of the nation for 
so long. It also established psychological, as well as eco¬ 
nomic, oppcsidon to r^ularions affeceing the use of 
privately owned land. During the nineteenth century, 
too, land specmlarion was rampant and generally accepted. 
It, too, became entrenched in the mores and ir^tutions 
of the nation. When we speak of land policy and control 
today we are dealing with the commodity which, in the 
century before the one, afforded several million people 
economic opportunity, facilitated home ownersbip for 
hundreds of thou^nch who had never known it before, 
and became the la® for not a few fortunes.^^ 
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So tliG descendants of those people, instead of having 
a precedent for leaseholds as in England, have precedents 
against leaseholds and favoring speculation in land. Of 
course, as we became more urbanized, land policies were 
modified. There is a tradition of using eminent domain 
to acquire land for public purposes, and zoning was 
established during the second decade of the twentieth 
cenrary. Slowly, but surely, we are moving toward com¬ 
prehensive planning requirements in many federal aid 
programs. But further progress in land use and public 
policy will depend, in my opinion, more upon state 
than federal action.^® 

There is little consensus about the desirability of 
reducing the population of our large cities. Rather, 
apprehension is frequently expressed concerning their 
continuing loss of population. And even the most avid 
proponent of suburban living would hardly dare suggest 
governmental action to move industry out of them or 
reduce the volume of employment in them. Rather we 
have great concern for preserving and expanding the 
tax base of our central cities. Retention of industry and 
commerce is a principal means of doing this. 

Therefore, whatever the primary role of new commu¬ 
nities may be in this nation, it is certainly not to accom- 
pHsh the stated objectives of the British new towns. 

Despite the many similarities with the Enghsh in lan¬ 
guage and culture, our form of government differs 
greatly from theirs. For this discussion, the most signifi¬ 
cant difference is that their national government exerts 
much greater power over local governments than our 
national government exerts. It is interesting, for example. 
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diat Bew towns in Gr^ Britain are a r^ponsibility of 
die Minstry of Housing and Local Government. In this 
country, a 1962 prop<^al for a Department of Urban 
Affaiis was attacked, in part, because the name conjured 
up an erroneous concept of national control over local 
goveminenL Thus the po^bility that our national gov- 
eminent vii ^tablish and carry out a direct program of 
planning and building new communities is slight. Also, 
our tax structure, with such great reliance of the local 
government upon real ^ate taxes, reinforces opposition 
to reduction of employment in, or dislocation of industry 
from, central citi«. 

In light of th^ circunBtanc^ it should be apparent 
that new communiti^ in the United States will differ 
frofn new towns in Jrigland* 

No |Mttem of living yet devised by man is either per¬ 
fect or without its detractors. The new towns I have 
veiled in Gr^t Britain are generally impressive in site 
planning but frequently ped^trian in housing design. 
Many oleervers agree Aat the most visually delightful 
of European new towns is Tapiok in HekinM, Finland— 
a private nonprofit development which, in many r^pects, 
is more similar to the new communiti^ of America th an 
the new towns of Europe. But in this lovely setting of 
good ate planning and excellent architecture, the un- 
sMled workers find few accommodations and the con¬ 
struction costs are alarmingly high. 

I have been slightly disturbed, also, by the adverse 
comments I have encountered from residents in England 
and el^where rdative to the duUn^ of life in new 
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towns. Already, a body of literature critical of them is 
developing. 

None of this is really damning. There is every reason 
to suspect that the architecture of English new towns is 
more a reflection of British attitudes than a characteristic 
of new towns per se. And no doubt the pressure of get- 
ting’ construction (juickly" under way after the war was 
also a factor. The social shortcomings may well reflect 
youth and growing pains. No doubt they were due, in 
part, to the adverse reaction of people who were attracted 
to them largely because of employment opportunities 
rather than in response to the housing environment they 
aflForded, There is evidence, too, that a part of “new town 
blues” stems from the failure to provide the necessary 
basic core of commercial, recreational, and cultural 
facilities from the start. Real merit resides in this quota¬ 
tion from the i960 annual report of the Ministry of 
Housing and Local Government: “The malady known 
as ‘new town blues’ has been greatly exaggerated in 
some press articles, but it undoubtedly exists. Social 
workers and doctors have long recognised it as one of 
the difficulties . . . which perhaps only time can over¬ 
come.” 


NEW COMMUNITIES IN AMERICA 

It is highly unlikely that a large number of American 
counterparts of European self-contained new towns will 
soon appear. New communities in this country will be 
conceived, planned, and constructed primarily by private 
developers.^ ^ Thus they will not be a revival of the 
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Gi:mil>elt de¥elopnieiits of the New Deal era, which 
were tie first pmbHcly deyeloped American garden cities 
in the tradMon of Ebm^i Howard. They will not be 
of Britain’s new towns. Rather, many wfill be 
dttcendants of Park For^t in Illinois. Here private de- 
veIo|Krs, with an unprecedented support from the federd 
^vemment, effected cxrtain significant economies m 
land utilization, and str^ed the need for adequate public 
fadliri^ at die outset. Tim new communiiy pioneered 
in the cluster devdopment concept—a grouping of houses 
compactly but adjacent to considerable open space.=* 
Thus in the initial prt^ram of more than 3,000 ^den 
apartments, almost 90 percent of the land area in the 
a|srtment program was made available for common use, 
including a generous amount of landscaped open space. 
Also, significant savings, permitting reasonable rents, 
made in the ccm: of utilty lin« and the street net¬ 
work.^ 

Park Foim, some diirty mil^ from Chicago, was the 
fijst Amerion new-cximmunity development started and 
finished during the immediate pcst-World "War 11 period. 
It demoiKtmted that America private enterprise is capa¬ 
ble of novel and advanced patterns of urban 

* “In cfestET deTdopmeiits diere is prwatae land, wliich includes the 
iioii« plots, and common land, from which all the houses benefit. The 
raannoa land is often a community ‘gr€«o,’ in die tradition of the 
New England village. The green can be park or woods, or a coopera¬ 
tive recreation area like a golf course or swimming pool . . . The 
result is betier-ated, betier-iooking, more interesting Mnds of hou^, 
nMre o|^ii, land ^ved from the bulldozer and a more 

SrOT Tral* enviroiiiiient.’* Ada Louise Huxcable, “‘Qusteis’ instead of 
finite,’"* A'ra York Times Feb. 9, 1964, pp. 40, 42. 
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living. And, perhaps more important, it proved that such 
development was economically feasible. 

In the years ahead we will see a great diveraty of in¬ 
creasingly large developments in this nation. We are 
already familiar with the Levittowns which, though 1 ^ 
imaginative and exciting than Park Forest, achieved 
economies through ma^ construction and land develop¬ 
ment techniques in large-scale subdivisions, including 
swimming pools and self-contained neighborhood facili¬ 
ties. Recently it has been reported that WiUiam B. Levitt 
has upgraded his planning, that he is emphasizing curving 
streets and minimizing use of the buEdozer so as to pre¬ 
serve trees and the other natural attributes of suburban 
sit^.^® But his are not new communities in the sense that 
the term is used by me. 

Other and broader concepts of metropolitan com¬ 
munity development are being initiated- R^on, a new 
community in Fairfax County, Virginia, located near 
Dulles International Airport and e^hteen mil^ from 
Washington, is under construction. It represents a signifi¬ 
cant achievement in large-scale land assembly. Over 40 
percent of the ten square mil^ to be developed will 
remain in open space, principally parks and recreation 
land. With high standards of design, architectural diver¬ 
sity, and good site planning, this new community is 
expected ultimately to have 7 5,000 r^idents. It will pro¬ 
vide single standing homes, town houses, and apartment 
buildings of wide varieties, yet reflecting imaginative 
design. Builders of individual homes, small and large 
builders, as well as the sponsors, will be involved in the 
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coBStmcrion prc^iam. Reston ^ indude bridle paths, 
stables, golf couises, tennis courts, and artificial lakes. 
Many types of commercial, educational, and cultural 
faciliri^ will be provided. The sponsors also hope to have 
government office buildings and a variety of industrial 
devdopnent.^* 

The new community of Columbia in Howard County, 
Maryland, wfil contain 15,000 acr^ lying between Balti¬ 
more and Washington. In pl ann i ng it, the sponsor is 
seeking new and exdting concepts for the total develop¬ 
ment of a new suburban dty. According to the plan, a 
high level of industrial employment opportunities and 
commercial devdopment will afford the variety and 
vitaJitv that render urban life interesting and satisfying. 
A de^ee of ethnic and economic class diversification is 
also contemplated. Colombia’s developer is working with 
new concepts in transportation, recreation, and educa- 
titm. Of course, he, too, is encouraging new and ad¬ 
vanced architectural deagn, and he is paying special at¬ 
tention to land utilization.®® 

Both Reston and Colombia wiU provide a new t}^ of 
living, a^etically attractive, affording economies in 
land use, and agmring provision of utilities and other 
public facilities of high (juahty. Both Reston and Colum¬ 
bia are Idng developed around a town center. They 
avoid the British defect of failing to provide adequate 
community facilities during the earlier stages of develop¬ 
ment. Each of these communities is conceived of as a 
single organized system which brings together a number 
of new villages, a feature which may or may not con¬ 
tribute to their social and economic viability. 
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New communities facilitate well-planned, large-scale 
development. Thus they represent a potential beneficial 
long-term investment in the utilization of our land re¬ 
sources. And they can exert a deflationary influence upon 
land values. This would follow because less reliance 
would be placed upon utilization of land now held for 
speculation. New communities are usually farther re¬ 
moved from urban centers than land held for speculation 
and thus are on cheaper land. Their greatest economic 
impact results from their augmenting the supply of resi¬ 
dential land in large increments. 

Private sponsors of new communities are able to 
achieve high standards of development, with variety and 
mixture in housing design, that are impossible in the 
incremental, haphazard development of smaller-scale 
subdivisions. They are also in a position to influence 
positively local regulations aflFecting land use and build¬ 
ing methods. Tims, new communities can provide a sig¬ 
nificant laboratory for demonstrating how zoning, sub¬ 
division controls, and building codes can be improved. 
For instance, zoning might be used to retard rather than 
accelerate inflation in land costs. Similarly, building codes 
could be based on more realistic performance standards 
than now generally exist. The well-financed developer, 
too, has the scope to develop and implement new stand¬ 
ards for architectural control. Indeed, there may be real 
design premiums incident to private finance since this 
type of financing “has the advantage of insuring that 
the design ... is closely attuned to the needs of the 
public.”^® Our better privately financed new com¬ 
munities win, I believe, have more architectural character 
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and more attractively designed holism than the British 

new towns. 

New comnraniti^ can provide a setting for experi- 
mentatioii and innovation in many other fields. In them 
more efficient and effective institutions for edncation, 
recreation, commiinications, and transportation could be 
^abMied. Instead of adjusting th^e activities to an 
existing physical environment and an established com¬ 
plex system of governmental restrictions (as we are 
foix^d to do to varying degree in the existing urban 
areas), it wil pebble to determine first what man’s 
lequimnaits are and then create a physical environment 
i:Kjx>mve to th^ needs. 

THE ROLE OF NEW raivOWfUNITIES IN SUBURBIA 

Qearly, new communiti^ are d^irable and possible in 
this country. In the United Stat^ we shall probably 
develop some new communiti^ which are an integral 
|Mrt of the metropolimn areas. Most will be far re¬ 
moved from central citiK- Both groups will frequently 
contain many of the d^iiable elements of the city. Here, 
as in Europe, the new communiti^ will be large-scale 
developmenis, providing Aoimnds of residential units. 
Included, in varying mix^, will often be libraries, parks, 
theaters, and sho|K. Some will have offices, factori^, and 
industri^ that afford opportunities for work close at 
hand- Unlke the European new towns, the r^idents in 
our new communiti« will not generally walk or ride a 
bicycle to work; here the more common mode of trans- 
|x>itation will the automobile, as it seems to be 
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becoming in Europe. However, in proportion as employ¬ 
ment opportunities are nearby, the necessity for com¬ 
muting will be reduced. Moreover, new communities 
represent orderly growth, a most favorable condition for 
the development and extension of mass transportation 
facilities linking central city, traditional suburbs, and 
new communities. 

Of course, there will be many phony new communities 
in America. As the concept gains acceptance and catches 
the imagination of our people, there will be a tendency to 
identify any large subdivision as a new community. Some 
alleged to be new communities will be better-laid-out 
suburbs, but devoid of adequate community facilities, 
cultural and recreational institutions, and employment 
opportunities. 

There is a role for government in the encouragement 
and development of new communities. It can be effected 
through financial assistance to local public agencies which 
elect to sponsor and assist in the assembly and improve¬ 
ment of land for such communities. But one must recog¬ 
nize that, at present, there are few such local public 
agencies able, willing, and ready to perform these func¬ 
tions. Thus primary reliance must be placed upon work¬ 
ing through the increasing number of private investors 
and sponsors who are prepared to enter the field of well- 
planned, large-scale housing developments. 

The new communities which will increasingly appear 
in this country will not solve our problems of future sub¬ 
urban development. As a matter of fact, most of t-his 
growth in the years immediately ahead will not occur in 
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new commmiities: it will continue to be accommodated 
in smaller, more conventional subdivisions. We must, 
therefore, be concerned with the quality of these devel¬ 
opments, encouraging conformity with a metropolitan 
plan^ ingoing that there be adequate provision of basic 
facilities such as water, sewers, and open spaces. In addi¬ 
tion there must be encouragement of better land use 
which preserves trees and contours. Obviously, govern¬ 
ment at all its levels has a key r^ponsibility for achieving 
these results. 

TTiere are signs that the home-building industry is 
Fpcng nizing the necessity for p lanning , designing, and 
building homes for the complete environment of the 
homeowner. In December 1964 the National Association 
of Home Builders in its ann ual convention issued a policy 
^rement spelfing out such an objective. “Our American 
society,” the resolution affirmed, “is increasingly oriented 
to the home as the center of the American environment. 
The whole complex of environmental factors—cultural 
and physical—require intensive examination. To that end, 
we have commenced and intend to continue to study 
the relationship of the design and construction of homes 
to man’s aesthetic, phjracal, and sociological environ- 
mmt.” 

Despite the concern of home-builders for better- 
planned and executed suburban developments, most of 
their efforts will be concentrated upon producing what 
win primarily be conventional subdivisions. And even 
the new communities which are now in p lanning and 
execution will not realize the full potential of this form 
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of development. Though the hundred-odd existing and 
projected American new communities represent feasible 
examples of an extremely attractive style of life for the 
middle-income and upper-income family, the broad base 
of our economic pyramid—more than a third of the total 
population—is usually excluded.®'^ This is the element in 
our society which is necessary for the successful opera¬ 
tion of industrial and commercial facilities, as well as for 
manning the multiplicity of local services, such as 
janitorial, domestic, and retail services, and maintenance 
work. For new communities which are remote from con¬ 
centrations of this manpower and womanpower, the lack 
of such workers can be both inconvenient and uneco¬ 
nomic. 

Our new communities, therefore, will face three alter¬ 
natives: (I) to plan for the inclusion of housing for this 
essential component; (2) to occasion the development of 
unplanned shack towns nearby which will soon evolve 
into rural slums; or (3) to depend upon commuters to 
supply these labor requirements, with consequent high 
incidence of absenteeism and upward pressures on labor 
costs. The higher labor costs, in large measure, would 
reflect high transportation costs and inconveniences. 

Although I am a firm and long-time advocate of open 
occupancy and economic diversification in housing and 
have repeatedly emphasized the importance of such pat¬ 
terns in suburbia, I cannot delude myself into the belief 
that new communities will be a principal or the exclusive 
means of achieving these objectives. As in other respects, 
they can provide demonstrations of what can be done, but 
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tbe qiiaiitiati¥e impct will be slight. For one thing, 
the new comnmnities will not be numerous enough. For 
anc^her, many piiYate sponsors of new commumties are 
sufficiently affluent to obtain financing from conventional 
source which are not subject to federal standards. 

Neverrfieles, everything possible should be done to 
encourage the new commumties to choose the first of 
their three altemafives-^that is, to^ include housing for 
low-income r^denis along with higher-income groups. 
We need direct inducements to outlymg communities 
to welcome the ie^ affluent; financial assistance to make 
it poKible for private developers to build for them (mth 
adequate ^feguards written in the law); and wider 
coverage and effective enforcement of the Executive 
Order on Equal Opportunity in Housing. This order, 
isued by Prudent Kennedy in November 1962, pro¬ 
hibits radal discrimination in certain types of publicly 
a^sted housing. 

proponents of new towns in the United Stat^ 
frequently tend to exaggerate the degree of diversifica¬ 
tion in European new towns. In addition, such diversifi- 
carion as exists is hardly a umque attribute of those 
towiK; rather it is due to the European tradition of 
mduding many economic classes in publicly assisted 
houang. Ind^d, my impr^on is that class diversification 
is agnificantly characteristic of European new towns 
than in other typ^ of subsidized housing. The signifi- 
once of new communiti^ in this regard could, however, 
l» much greater in the United States. For here the need 
B to bi^k an entrenched suburban tradition of economic 



NEW COMMUNITIES 31 

and racial homogeneity, and this can best be accomplished 
in a large new development. 

Logically, restriction of government financial assistance 
in suburbia to new communities that meet certain require¬ 
ments of economic diversity, planning, and open occu¬ 
pancy would encourage a suburban environment which 
would satisfy the objectives of many critics of existing 
suburbs. A leading proponent of such action advocates 
creation of new communities pursuant to regional open- 
space and transportation plans, and says, “These towns 
will also accommodate industrial workers and indus¬ 
tries displaced [from the central cities].” They would 
be open to nonwhites as well as whites, thereby serving 
as the instrument for brcaldng down ethnic ghettos in 
suburbia. 

But legislation limiting federal assistance to new com¬ 
munities and excluding more conventional subdivisions 
will not be enacted in the near future. Thus, our chal¬ 
lenge for the present is to extract the maximum from 
new communities and influence, as far as possible, the 
nature of the other suburbs of tomorrow, at the same 
time that we utilize the public lands placed in urban use, 
making them a symbol of national policy. 

In the next chapter, I shall discuss urban renewal, 
indicating that many of its current problems stem from 
the confusion as to its objectives and from its earlier 
tendency to promise too much. Much of the sound 
criticism of the program is in the form of accusations 
that it has not produced what it was expected to achieve 
or what its proponents said it would. Actually these 
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gmls and f?l^TTn5; were so broad—and often so inconsistent 
—that only a miracle could have fulfilled them. Xhere is 
a gmilgir danger that the champions of new communities 
ia country may damage their cause by claiming too 
much for the prc^ram. 

Thore ^ms to be some appreciation of this danger. 
Wolf Von Eckhardt, architectural writer and critic, has 
pr^ented a relatively balanced analysis of the role of 
new communiti^, ^ying: 'T^ew towns far out from 
the city are not the only answer. But we can no longer 
afford to build just housing. We must build communiti^ 
or traffifonn ercting ‘projects’ into communities. Com- 
munitis ivorthy of the name are first of all a matter of 
compreheiKive d^gn—not of social policy alone, or 
economics alone, planning alone or architecture alone, 
but a vigoroiBly creative combination of all of this. The 
primary need of the Great Society is not just to build 
new towns but to build an environment in which a civi- 
Ikarion can grow.’’ ^ 

Such an environment tak^ time to create. It has to be 
fcMmukted and d^cribed, and in a democracy it must 
aciieve wid^read support. It b unfortunate that the 
dialogue about th^ matters did not start earlier, and 
it has engaged so few persons. TTie population explo- 
aon which wil occasion another rash of suburban 
dp^ansion is upon us. It is, no doubt, comforting to cite 
England’s ex|^racx and OTgg^t our takmg it over, 
lock-stock-and-barrel. To me this is not only unwtise but 
improbable. 

A few secci^^ will do more to secure the popular 
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support needed to push the program than anything else. 
If Columbia and Reston achieve what their sponsors 
envision and if the people of this nation respond to what 
they offer, the dialogue will have passed from the 
theoretical to the practical. 

One large-scale new development, Crofton, Maryland, 
has elicited favorable consumer response. Among its 
attributes which seem to attract the public are features 
which reflect careful community planning and enlight¬ 
ened land use. First there is the Village Green, inspired 
by the small shops at Williamsburg, including a tavern 
completely decorated in eighteenth-century style and 
open for business. In addition, attention has been paid 
to landscaping. For this, too, the sponsor made significant 
investments: “He put all the utilities underground, he 
saved every possible tree, even maldng islands in liis 
parking lots to preserve trees. He landscaped entrance 
roads, his main boulevard and public areas and he bought 
thousands of yards of the best sod he could find. Every¬ 
where there is a feeling of open space-at the entrances, 
around the Village Green and the acres of wooded parks 
that surround the recreation club and in the long vistas 
to be seen on and around the golf course.” 

New communities are not the only pattern for the 
suburban sector of the urban complex. The late Catherine 
Bauer Wurstcr discussed the functions and structure of 
urban areas and asked these pertinent questions: “Do the 
pieces [which make up the urban complex] fit together 
only at the metropolitan level no matter what its size, or 
are there limitations of scale for certain everyday urban 
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functions? Is the implicit assumption of most metropoli¬ 
tan transportation plans substantiated—that the metropo¬ 
lis is essentially a single diversified market for housing, 
jobs and leisure-time facilities? Or is relatively balanced 
and integrated development feasible or desirable within 
metropolitan subareas? This is the premise behind pro¬ 
posals for New Towns or relatively self-sufficient satel¬ 
lite communities, and for more housing in the central 
city suited to the tastes and resources of middle- and 
upper-income people who work there.” Mrs. Wurstcr 
characterized the new-towns concept as an old reform 
movement: “Rather scorned by the current avant-garde, 
it is quite as much an urbanist, anti-sprawl philosophy as 
it is anti-Big City.” 

It must be recognized that for us to accept new com¬ 
munities as the form of future urban expansion, our peo¬ 
ple would have to replace their apparent current desire 
for private space with a greater concern for accessibility, 
diversity, and other traditional urban values. But those 
values are just what most people who have moved to the 
suburbs seem to have abandoned. Who, then, arc the 
constituency which will press for new communities now? 
But if this form of land utilization is placed in proper 
perspective—as an important element in a rational ap¬ 
proach to future suburbia—we can create eflFective public 
opinion to press for an effective urban land policy. 

To add to our uncertainty, it must be observed that 
some countries have recently combined different types of 
form and structure for their urban complexes. Sweden, 
for example, has developed new towns, but it has mixed 
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them with a movement for pulling the metropolis together 
into a single city. In VaUingby, industry did not develop 
as rapidly as expected and this new town is largely a 
satellite of Stockholm. Also, this statement relative to 
VaUingby is pertinent: “It isn’t easy for all the members 
of a family to find suitable work in their own part of 
town, and even if it should chance to succeed, the oppor¬ 
tunity of changing employment arises more often than 
the opportunity of changing homes.” If this be true 
in Sweden, the first part of it is much more significant 
in the United States, suggesting that we shall not devel¬ 
op many self-contained new communities in the near 
future. 

This is not, as some who oppose additional federal 
assistance for suburban development suggest, a basis for 
delay or denial of federal support for new communities 
in the United States. Many of those who oppose such 
action are fearful that it will decrease the amount of 
federal financial assistance for the central city. The 
Housing and Urban Development Bill of 1965 negates 
such an appraisal. Not only did the administration pro¬ 
pose support of new communities, but it also proposed 
expanded types of, and augmented funds for, federal 
assistance to central cities. Included were grants for 
neighborhood community facilities, a new program of 
open-space grants in congested areas, and grants for beau¬ 
tification in central cities. (These proposals are described 
in greater detail in subsequent chapters). In addition, the 
urban renewal program was expanded and modified. 
These modifications were designed, in part, to increase 
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the capacity of central cities to absorb a larger program. 

At this time, when we are just beginning to produce 
new communities, it is imperative that there be some 
demonstrations of the feasibility of housing low-income, 
moderate-income, and high-income families in well- 
designed and attractive communities which excite people’s 
imagination and promise to afford a new form of subur¬ 
ban living. Without federal assistance and federal stand¬ 
ards few, if any, will emerge. 

Actually the central cities have much to gain from this 
type of suburban development. It would envision the 
urban area as a totality. This, in turn, would encourage 
area-wide concern for the location of industrial, com¬ 
mercial, and housing facilities. The role of the central 
city as part of the urban complex could (and should) be 
a factor in determining the functions and institutions of 
the new communities. In such suburban development 
there could also be a realistic appraisal of the functions 
of both the central city and the new community. Based 
upon such an analysis we could start developing viable 
urban complexes which would better serve man’s needs. 
Since new solutions to these needs would probably be 
more easily effected in newly created rather than existing 
communities, the central city would be in a position to 
adapt innovations which it could never pioneer within 
its owm boundaries. 

Thus, federal support for new communities is not an 
anti-central-city proposal. Rather it is an indispensable 
element in an area-wide approach to land utilization and 
urban development. Such an approach must, if it is to 
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succeed, coordinate and reconcile the needs and func¬ 
tions of all elements which constitute the urban complex. 
New communities, planned in the context of area-wide 
considerations, can make a significant contribution to 
rational expansion of urban development. This expansion, 
in turn, will strengthen the central city and delineate 
more clearly its role in urban America. 

But this docs not require or suggest that all suburban 
expansion immediately or ultimately be in the form of 
new communities. Since, after all, we are a pragmatic 
people, I am convinced that before there can, or will, 
be a public acceptance or a public policy of adopting the 
new communities as the form, as contrasted to a. form, 
of future suburban development, we will have to be 
surer than we now are that these communities will work. 
It is my guess that this form of suburban living will have 
an immediate appeal for a segment of the population. 
As it takes form and is observed, described, and discussed, 
the numbers attracted to it will increase. Simultaneously, 
others will find new communities deficient in many re¬ 
gards. No doubt, serious defects will develop. 

The suburbia which is frequently criticized today takes 
a form which, though not articulated in public policy, 
was de facto public policy because of federal income tax 
provisions and mortgage-insurance support by the Fed¬ 
eral Housing Administration. And some of us will recall 
that this kind of suburbia created at least as many prob¬ 
lems as it solved; included, of course, was encouragement 
of exodus from the central city. Most of those problems 
were unanticipated. Will not the electorate ask if 
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CTinikr bjr-products are inlierent in the new-community 
approach? Will not overempha^ upon new communiti^ 
miJi&te ag ains t effectiYe concern and action for better 
suburban deYclopment in the future? 

I am concerned, not only with a decade or so ahead, 
but with the remainder of this decade and the years im¬ 
mediately folowing. By 1970 we shall be at a level of 
tw’O million hou^g starts a year. It is of crucial impor¬ 
tance that the hoos^ wt then produce and those we build 
in the intervening years not have septic mnks that are 
wet and wells that are dry. We must act now to dis¬ 
courage the buHdozing away of contours and tre^. We 
diould improve the flow of traffic through encouraging, 
revitalizing, and initiating ma^ transportation. We need 
to act now to diarourage culturally sterile suburban hous¬ 
ing developments devoid of, or deficient in, shoj^, thea¬ 
ters, Ibraries, and parks within easy acc^. Nor can we 
afford to countenance continuing scatteration and un¬ 
economic utilization of urban land. 

In a wwd, we must take immediate action to create 
better suburte and to provide an urban setting which 
increasingiy recognizes the need for metropolitan plan¬ 
ning. But, aks, there k no magic in planning. As a proc^ 
per se it has little significance even when it operates in 
the context of cl^ly ^tablished goals, adequate factual 
materials, and efficient prof^onal guidance, unle^ there 
is widespread dtizen participation, as well as local poRti- 
cal involvement. Only then can planning provide a 
vehicle for achieving a mrional urban environment. 

Neither urban planning nor its distortion is new’. Very 
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recently, a group of archeologists discovered, in Turkey, 
the remains of a city believed to be over 8,000 years old. 
Moreover, they uncovered evidence of a city plan, with 
houses and markets carefully laid out in ordered pattern. 
This is believed to be the oldest executed city plan in 
existence. But those who dwelt in the orderly arrange¬ 
ment it facilitated did not seem to have been concerned 
primarily with the good life. Instead, according to John 
Melleart, assistant director of the British Institute of 
Archeology, they appear to have been preoccupied with 
fertility and death.®* 

I do not mean to imply that such preoccupations might 
be supposed to provide the basis for city planning, 
although we are certainly much occupied by fertility, 
and unless we plan more carefully we are in danger of 
Idlling our chances for decent living. What I am saying 
is that fertility—our great growth—should not be viewed 
as a death sentence for our great cities or their metro¬ 
politan fringes. Rather, in my view, this growth offers 
unparalleled opportunity to achieve a standard and scale 
of living no society has yet been able to devise. It all 
depends on how we utilize our urban land, the degree to 
which we harness our technology and affluence to pro¬ 
vide more attractive and viable communities, and the 
extent to which we foster the development of opportu¬ 
nity and choice for all. 
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URBAN RENEWAL 


SBAN BENEWAi. was coiiceived in controversy and 
it has matured in controver^. In the proce^, two ex¬ 
treme schools of tfaonght have grown np. On the one 
hand, there are thc»e who see no good in the program 
and would do away with it. The champions of urban 
renewal have often been eqnaly dogmatic in its defense, 
denouncing al critics as biased and all criticisms as unfair. 

Hie most extreme expr^on of the first point of view 
is found in Martin Andemotfs The Federal Bulldozer^ 
published in 1964. My principal cririckm of this analysis 
is that it pr^ented data which were from two to three 
years old (in d^cribing a program started some fifteen 
years ago) and constantly agreed that they reflected a 
current situation. Actualy gr^t change were made in 
urban renewal after 1961 and 1962. There are many de- 
taled distortions in the book, but they represent program 
l^rfoimance evaluations and have no place in this dis¬ 
cussion.^ AlmcKt simultaneously with the appearance of 
Mr. Andeison’s book, an analysis of the relocation of 
displaced by urban renewal projects was pub¬ 
lished fay a dcxitoral felow at the Joint Center for Urban 
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Studies of M.I.T. and Harvard. It, too, used outdated 
data to justify a current evaluation and, although the 
author cited post-1960 reports, he failed to indicate in 
his text that the recent data reflected a significant im¬ 
provement in the relocation process.® 

Finally, James Q. Wilson, Director of the Joint Center 
for Urban Studies of M.I.T. and Harvard, in an article 
entitled “Urban Renewal Does Not Always Renew,” 
has advised us that “there is no ‘urban problem’ in the 
United States today except, perhaps, for the problem of 
urban aesthetics.” He goes on to explain that he means 
there are “no problems of cities per re,” and that it seems 
to him the housing problem “is also a fiction, or very 
nearly so.” Mr. Wilson writes, “When I say there is no 
urban problem and no housing problem, this does not 
mean that we do not have problems in the cities. But they 
are not problems of the cities themselves, and they are 
not problems of the housing in those cities. They are 
the problems of the people in those cities. We have three 
major problems in our cities: a poverty problem, a race 
problem, and a cultural problem ... I mean culture ... 
in an anthropological and not in a high-brow sense.” ® If 
one took Mr. Wilson’s original statement literally, one 
might well ask why, then, is there a center for the study 
of a problem that does not exist? 

These dicta about urban and housing problems, even 
when put in context, become the basis for an all-out 
attack upon federal programs for urban renewal and 
related activities. In the opinion of the Wall Street Jour¬ 
nal, “such refreshing heresy should be heeded in Wash- 
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ington as Congre^ considers Pr^ident Johnson’s new 
housing progmn.” ^ Of course, urban and housing prob¬ 
lems have hiiman and aesthetic aspects; they also have 
physical manif^&tions, two of the most important of 
which are the economic health of urban areas and the 
quality of hoiEiiig. And Mr. Wikon recognizes this, as 
was evidenced by his support of President Johnson’s 
Housing and Urban Development Bill in April 1965. 
How'ever, by issuing dramatic statements—which are of 
dubious valiity—he became an authority cited in opposi- 
rion to the very legislation for which he subsequently 
tmified.® 

Concurrently the defender of the urban renewal pro¬ 
gram have frequently become extremely defensive. As a 
consequence of such hardened attitude on the part of 
both the critics and the defenders, much of the current 
literature on urban renewal is in terms of absolutes. It is 
rime we developed more objective and reasoned anlaysis. 

In this war of words, and often invective, there is 
much IcKt effort in that lie proponents and the opponents 
frequently fail to ^tablish a common definition of the 
program’s objecdvo. Urban renewal suggests quite dif¬ 
ferent goals to different people.® 

As I indic^red in the preceding chapter, one of the 
difficulti^ in the facrt that the earlier champions of 
rile prc^ram claimed too much for it. Thus, it was 
inevitable that die critics would disclose failures to pro¬ 
duce wimt had h^m set forth as the potential benefits. 

Of couise, diere is also much controversy as to what 
actually happened. This involve the challenging of data. 
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the selection and interpretation of data, and the evalua¬ 
tion of day-to-day administration of the program. In 
this chapter I shall avoid such controversy save for an 
analysis of the relocation process.'^ Rather, my concern 
will be to set forth the nature of urban renewal and 
attempt to formulate its current objectives. When this 
is done there is a sounder basis upon which to evaluate 
both the program and the literature that relates to it. 

Nathan Glazer, confirmed critic of urban renewal, has 
described the objectives in these terms: 

“Urban Renewal is the program that was designed 
to clear the slums of the central city, by giving public 
agencies Federal subsidies and the power of eminent 
domain to condemn sites, to demolish buildings, and 
to resell the cleared tracts to those who would build 
on them in accordance with a general plan that would 
improve the city. The objectives were to reduce sub¬ 
standard housing; to replace it with better housing; to 
retain in the central city middle-class white families 
tempted to move away, or to pull them back from the 
suburbs if they had already moved; to strengthen the 
tax base of the central cities, threatened by tins loss of 
wealthier citizens, so that the cities could provide better 
education and social services. Above these specific 
objectives was a larger one: the realization of the good 
city . . .” ® 

This is an adequate description of the announced 
objectives of urban renewal. Its author evaluates the 
program’s performance on the basis of these goals and 
—not surprisingly—finds deficiencies. But what most 
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diMiirfc^ Glazer and others is not really the perform¬ 
ance in relation to the objectives of urban renewal he 
has delinoted but the obj^tiv^ thmiselves, save the 
amorphous one of rolking the good city. The issue 
k whether or net a program of snbsidi^ designed to 
revitaEze onr ctiri^ k jiBtified if in tiie conrse of its 
operations it dKplacs the pCK>r, the discriminated 
against, and rfie small neighborhcx>d busin^sman. 
Glazer, as contrasted to Alarrin Andemon, believes that 
the pre^ram could utilized to serve the social purpose 
he feels are required as a justification for public financial 
:^stance.® 

l^Tiat Glarer minimk^ and Anderson, as well as a 
hcM of others, refill to recognize is that urban renewal 
has bmi mo'^dified during the last few years and that 
current federal polc^ wil modify it further."^ Prof^or 


* ‘txiacxntradiig on lie 1949-1962 |xiiod, Ander^^n disregards die 
dennlie jxilicj change initiated by die Honang and Home Finance 
Agency during die last few years. Relocation is being handled more 
edecdrely today; riiere is greater ^imtwity ix> die sociai problems 
that acconsffflny reaewal; a new and potenmlly effective govemmeit 
middle-iiiaKiie hossog program h-« t^n introduced; and more 
nnaginanve ex|«ariii2eiits are under way to |HX>vide pnbEcIy subsidized 
honang for low-mcome famiii^ . . William W. Nash, Jr., and 
OiKiEr W. Hartman, “I^is^-Faire in the Sums,*’ The F^porter^ 
Feb. 25, i9<%, p. 

*‘Mnch of the critiasm of urban renewal k ba^d upon mistakes 


This is not to say tiiat urban renewal has achieved perfection, but 
die progi^ is making a comnKndable contribution toward better 
urban living,” This c|iiotation is from "Tlie ToE and TnrmoE of 
Urban Renewal,” Baswtss (Federal R^^rve R^r>k of Phila- 

ddphia), January 1965, p. 19. 
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Wilson is a little more sopltisticated. He admits that there 
have been recent changes in urban renewal, but then 
proceeds to cite Anderson’s study- which ignored the 
very changes Wilson has duly noted. On the basis of 
this study, Mr. Wilson arrives at evaluations and con¬ 
clusions.^® 

But the program’s earlier goals are not a durable set 
of objectives in a society which is concerned with an 
attack upon poverty and the achievement of the good 
life for all elements in the nation. 

THE EVOLU'nON OF URBAN RENEWAL 

Urban renewal is not unique in being indefinite in its 
stated objectives. Indeed, it seems that all our efforts 
associated with slum clearance have been so character¬ 
ized. The first major one was public housing, which got 
started through a clause in the National Industrial Recov¬ 
ery Act. It was mentioned as a type of public works and 
gained acceptance as an instrument for increasing em¬ 
ployment. Subsequently the program was sold partly 
as public works, partly as slum clearance, and partly as 
low-income housing. This confusion persisted, fin^g 
expression, for example, in the legislative requirement 
for equivalent demolition of slums whenever vacant sites 
were utilized. 

Urban renewal has followed in this tradition, but with 
the additional difficulty that some of its objectives con¬ 
flict with others. 

The first controversy incident to urban renewal was 
over the form of the subsidy. Soon that gave way to 
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difference of opinion rekrive to the degree to which 
urban redevelopment dionld be concerned with shelter. 
TTie issne had to do with the relative importance of 
hotsng, slum clearance, and redevelopment. Also, of 
course, this ultimately led to differences over the type 
of redevelopment—the mix between residential, commer¬ 
cial or industrial, and public construction. Within the 
universe of r^dentkl construction there were differ¬ 
ence over the economic cla^^ that should be housed. 

As the program matured, these i^es continued to 
haras it. TTiey are still unsolved and, in my opinion, 
occasion much of the confusion which adhere to urban 
renewal. Today, discosion of them is compKcated by 
other issu^ and objective which are articulated by those 
who operate and evaluate the program. Until diere is 
some consensus about the basic objective and posible 
achievements of urban renewal, it will continue to be 
surrounded by confusion. 

TTie prindpal early advocate of an urban redevelop¬ 
ment prc^ram were organizations such as the Urban 
Land Imriture and the American Institute of Planners. 
ITieir trasic concern was with the physical and economic 
development of the entire urban area. As early as 1945, 
Alfred Bertman of die American Institute of Plannera 
ret forth the position in his t^timony before the Taft 
&ilx:oiiiiiiittee on Housing and Urban Redevelopment. 
Slums were treated as but one important phase of urban 
bM^t, and housing as but one form of redevelopment. 
Urban redevdopment, in the opinion of th^e organiza¬ 
tions, could not ht considered as merely housing or 
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housing with minor variations. Redevelopment should 
be applied to all urban areas which needed it and would 

incltidc all classes of land use.^^ 

I here was, also, a strong economic argument for this 
type of urban redevelopment. In 1941 it was set forth 
in an article by Guy Greer and Alvin H. Hansen, who 
outlined the problem to which urban renewal should be 
addressed, noted that, “with few exceptions, our Amer¬ 
ican cities and towns have drifted into a situation, both 
physically and financially, that is becoming intolerable. 
Their plight, however, is getting worse.” 

This emphasis upon the physical and financial, and the 
assignment of housing to a secondary place in the rede¬ 
velopment process, were rejected by Senator Robert A. 
Taft. In 1945 he was joined by other members of the 
Subcommittee on Housing and Urban Redevelopment 
of the Senate Special Committee on Post-war Economic 
Policy and Planning in believing that all redevelopment 
projects should stress housing. His subcommittee recom¬ 
mended that any urban redevelopment program contain 
a “predominantly residential” requirement and that the 
federal government should not “embark upon a general 
program of aid to cities looking to their rebuilding in 
more attractive and economical patterns.” Later the 
Senate Committee on Banking and Currency similarly, 
and categorically, set forth the position that redevelop¬ 
ment should be limited to areas which are predominantiy 
residential or scheduled primarily for residential re-use. 
“This limitation,” the committee observed, “is fuUy 
justified in view of the fact that the primary purpose of 
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Federal aid in this field is to help remove the impact of 
g1nm<; on h nman lives rather than simply to assist in the 
redevelopment or rebuilding of cities.” “ 

The proponents of nonrraidential redevelopment did 
not give up easily. Instead they continued to press their 
position, achieving their first succ^ in 1954 when a 
proviaon was enacted permitting up to 10 percent of 
federal grant funds to be used for projects not meeting 
die “predominandy residential” requirement. In 1959 the 
percentage was doubled and in 1961 was increased an¬ 
other lo^cent. Today the exemption is still 30 percent. 
The report of the Senate Committee on Banlong and 
Currencv on the Housing Act of 1961 indicates a real 
chan^ in philc^ophy within that body: “With growing 
attention to the needs for downtown renewal, it appears 
necesary to increase die exception to provide for a 
orreater number of projects of this type. The economic, 
institutional, and cultural bases of commumty life are 
increasinglv recognized as necessary to the creation and 
continuing existence of good homes in sound urban 
neighborhoods.” 

TTiis new position by no means represents a complete 
abandonment of Congresional emphasis upon residen¬ 
tial re-use in urban redevelopment. Two recent events 
demonstrate this. Botii houses of Congress refused to 
enact an a dminis tration proposal for a further exemption 
up to 35 percent in And in the discussion of this 
matter, the current chairman of the Housing Subcom¬ 
mittee of the Senate Banking and Currency Committee, 
Senator John J. Sparkman, strongly set forth his con- 
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viction that the image and the emphasis of urban renewal 
should be on housing. 

Meanwhile others, now primarily the local directors 
of urban renewal programs, pushed, and are pushing, for 
more downtown (i.e., predominantly nonresidential) 
redevelopment. The reasons for their position include the 
ideological concepts set forth by planners and economists 
a decade and a half ago and the significance of non¬ 
residential redevelopment for restoring downtown busi¬ 
ness; but practical, operational considerations are in¬ 
volved as well. The downtown redevelopment is dra¬ 
matic; it is often more quickly put into execution than 
a comparable predominantly residential re-use; it usually 
provides high tax returns to the city; it reduces contro¬ 
versies over the income group to be served by residential 
re-use; and it is instrumental in attracting support from 
the business and financial power structure. 

A TOOL FOR PRESERVING THE 
ECONOMIC HEALTH OF CITIES 

One of the most persistent issues coming out of the 
conflict over the emphasis and direction of urban renewal 
relates to the tax benefits which urban renewal generates 
for local government. Actually the problem is more than 
a matter of taxes. It relates to the total economic health 
of the city. A major element in the decline of central 
cities is the erosion of their economic base. This may 
entail both a loss of sources of employment and a diminu¬ 
tion of the real estate tax base. The solution of both 
of these problems is the principal objective of most 
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proponents of downtown renewal, which can, and in¬ 
creasingly does, serve either to prevent the loss of bua- 
nK^s or to attract new bnsnesses to the core areas of 
onr dries.* CoiBritHtion Plaza in Hartford, Gateway 
Center in Minneapolis, Church Street Redevelopment in 
New Haven, and Oiarles Center in Baltimore, to men¬ 
tion only a few, are successful examples of this. In each 
instance not only was employment and busine^ retained 
and expnded but real estate taxes were appreciably 
increa^d.^® 

The true issue is not residential versus nonresidential, 
nor downtown reiewal versos renewal in the deteriora¬ 
ting '^gray areas” between the core and the more 
affluent fringes, but the proper combination of these 
elements in a local redevelopment program. Citi^ are 
compcsed, first, of people, and the proper housing of the 
rKadents is important. But dries also have to have an 
economic base. The elements of the economic base have 
changed; roday there is le^ of the heavy and dirty types 
of manufacturing, more light and clean industry, a grow¬ 
ing amount of research, and a greater volume of com¬ 
mercial, cultural, and ^rvice acriviries. Th^e require 
new types of offices, plants, stores, and public buildings. 
And ffiey cannot be built on improved land in the cen¬ 
tral dty as cheaply as they might be built on much les 
expeiKive vacant land on, or beyond, the fringe of the 
dty. Thus, if the central dty is to become economically 
healthy, it needs to provide spacx and facilities for those 

* It Acwld nomi that downtown renewal, diongh predominantiy 
i»iir«d€iitial, naialy inciiide some housing and poblic buildings. 
Tlie definkioii of a nonraadenrial ixdeTeio|»nent is one that is 1 ^ 
than 51 |wrcmt i^dential. 
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economic activities which it can attract and hold. In addi¬ 
tion to the cost factor, as basic as it is, there are other 
elements which influence the location of business activi- 
ti^. As far as industry is concerned, the availability of 
adequate space for the construction of horizontal rather 
than vertical plants is important. Also, the need for 
adequate parking space or the existence of efficient mass 
transportation are elements which determine where indus¬ 
try locates.^^ 

Urban renewal provide needed ingredients. One is 
eminent domain, which puts the city in a petition to 
acquire a total area and deal with it as a unit. Another 
is subsidies, which are even more basic, because there 
could be eminent domain without a federal sul^idy pro¬ 
gram. The subsidies make it possible to provide cleared 
sites at marketable prices in central locations, and there¬ 
fore accelerate and increase the demand for the use of 
such land. In addition urban renevral provides the major 
source of financing for redeveloping core ar^s with 
good traffic-flow patterns, pedestrian mails, adequate 
lighting, and other amenities which make downtown 
business, industrial, and commercial redevelopment com¬ 
petitive with similar facilities in the suburls. 

There remains a problem. Nonresidential redevelop¬ 
ment usually pays off for the city. It produces more 
tax revenue; so why shouldn’t the locality pay back the 
federal contribution to it?^® At the outset it must be 
recognized that, once the redevelopment has been com¬ 
pleted, such repa5mient is mathematically pt^sible. But 
is it desirable? 

The reason the federal government is in the field of 
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urban renewal is that the dti^ do not have the financial 
r^onrc^ to undertake it nna^isted. Were cities to raise 
their own revenue for urban redevelopment, such action 
would involve higher local and this would accel¬ 
erate the exodus of bnsin^^ and higher-income families. 
To avoid this acceleration of a vicioiis cycle of financial 
deterioration, the citi« must seek financial aid elsewhere 
to help bring about urban redevelopment. We have 
slowly recognized that economic rehabilitation is a vital 
|Mrt of urban redevelopment. Thus, the downtown pro¬ 
les not only provide physiol upgrading and employ¬ 
ment and busing expansion but also ^tablish a long¬ 
term source of incmsing tax^. If this tax flow is to have 
roaxifniiTii imiMCt, it should not be taken back by the 
federal government. 

Somewhat related to downtown renewal is the argu¬ 
ment over ihe type of i^identM redevelopment that is 
mcKt d^irable. matter got off to a bad start betranse 
of the conviction of some of the early proponents of 
urban renewal that it would be a major instrument to 
cure the financial ills of our dries. Tlius it was inevitable 
dmt they became die champions of housing which 
would provide the basis for higher real ^tate a^esmenis. 
This sort of housing, when combined with nonr^idential 
redevelopment, would, so they claimed, generate four to 
sis dolara of private inv^tment for each dollar of public 
expenditure,^® and it would greatly augment the real 
^ate tax take. Unfortunately there are limitations to 
the program’s capadty to generate tax revenue. In the 
first place, die demand for high-rent housing in most 
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central cities is tliin (although it is sure to grow in the 
long run). In the second place, there developed an in¬ 
creasing public hostility to a program of federal 
subsidies which seems to take away from the poor and 
benefit the more affluent. 

Of course, urban renewal, and especially subsidized 
downtown redevelopment, will distress the laissez-faire 
economist who will shout that it is public intervention and 
consequently uneconomic utilization of our resources. 
Certainly it is an effFort to direct the location of certain 
activities to places other than where they would go if 
there were no governmental program. But there is sound 
economic justification for this. Our existing cities, for 
all their problems and deficiencies, contain an enormous 
amount of wealth, a great accumulation of public facili¬ 
ties, a large and varied inventory of housing. Most 
important, our cities have large populations, composed 
of men and women of many talents and specialized 
training. They have, too, complex organizations, admin¬ 
istrative maclunery, and facets of culture. Thus the 
issue is more than securing the most efficient arrange¬ 
ment of new productive resources. We also have to 
take into account the economic, social, and political losses 
incident to abandonment or decline of the existing re¬ 
sources, both human and physical. 

Those laissez-faire economists who are consistent 
oppose all forms of public subsidies, including those like 
Federal Housing Administration mortgage insurance and 
federal subsidies for highways. Some condemn all aid 
to agriculture, young industries, and even the postal 






of hmnan experience that makes life worthwhile. If we 
cannot muster the strength and ingenuity to reorganize 
and rebuild our existing cities, then I seriously doubt 
the availability of sufficient wisdom and ability to create 
new ones that will be any better.”®^ 
i\Ir. Gruen writes in the European tradition. On that 
continent cities are much older than ours and there is 
little advocacy of their abandonment. Rather they are 
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valued institutions. One evidence of tliis which impressed 
me was the idea in France of using the old, and often 
abandoned, university cathedrals as the centers around 
which new towns would be developed. This is in contrast 
to the American dream of creating an urban environment 
anew““—a point of view which probably reflects our 
youth as a nation. It also expresses our values. “Urban 
renewal,” says Lyle Schaller, “especially the recent em¬ 
phasis on rehabilitation and conservation, also is in 
conflict with the frontier practices of American life. For 
decades Americans have been accustomed to discard the 
old, the used and the wornout and replace it with the 
new . . . The contemporary emphasis in urban renewal 
is in direct opposition to this good old American tradi¬ 
tion.” 

In England, as was set forth in the preceding chapter, 
new towns are designed, in part, to discourage further 
concentration of industry in existing cities. Thus they 
arc self-contained and located far away from established 
centers of urban populations. The creation of an urban 
environment anew in that country is based upon an eco¬ 
nomic rationale and not a desire for newness per se. Nor 
is it assumed that existing cities are to be abandoned or 
permitted to wither away. 

To permit our cities to die or continue to be weak and 
declining would be uneconomic and wasteful. Thus, 
action to retain certain economic functions in them is a 
sound investment and one which contributes to the 
better utilization of our resources. 

The case for preserving and renewing our cities really 
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rests on what I consider the keystone of our national 
housing policy. It is concern for maximizing choices for 
the American people. As indicated in the preceding 
chapter, some of us prefer to live in a central city; others 
prefer to live in the suburbs. In order that these prefer¬ 
ences may find realization, the central cities must be 
economically strong as well as attractive and functional. 
Urban renewal, though it cannot solve all the economic 
problems of our cities, is a tool to achieve these objec¬ 
tives, and crucial elements in its approach are revitaliza¬ 
tion of the downtown areas and provision of some higher- 
priced housing. 

THE SLtJMS AND THE DISLOCATION OF THE DISADVANTAGED 

To the goal of strengthening the economic base is 
added anodier objective of urban renewal, somewhat 
related to the first, although in part conflicting. It is to 
strengthen the cultural base of the city. Involved are 
theaters, music halls, colleges and universities, schools, 
libraries, and museums. Many of these may support the 
economic base, but some are tax-exempt. Most of them 
would require affluent middle-class residents for support. 
One social benefit would flow from both these emphases: 
the clearance of slums. Simultaneously, however, a social 
ccst occurred—dislocation of the poor and the discrimi¬ 
nated against. It was to be offset by effective relocation; 
but this was slow to come about, and by now it is general¬ 
ly conceded that even with humane and effective 
relocation, enforced dislocation involves economic and 
j^chological hardship. 
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Just as urban renewal will not and tannot solve all 
the economic and tax problems of our dries, neither can 
it be a cure-all for their housing flls. And the is hard for 
us to accept because there has been confusion on this 
score from the beginning of the effort. On the baas of 
earlier Congressional intent and the tradition of federal 
parriciparion in housing and related problems, urban 
renewal was, and stiU is, looked at as primarily a slum 
clearance program which will ultimately eradicate all 
slums in American cities.®^ Two sophisticated and able 
students of, and practitioners in, the field pubfiriied a 
pamphlet on urban renewal in Washington, D.C. under 
the title “No Slums in Ten Years.” Of course the ten 
years have passed and Washington still has slums. It also 
has a h%hly successful and attractive urban redevelop¬ 
ment which has pioneered in racial integration and 
replaces one of the worst slums in the nation’s capitaL®® 

Not only wiU urban renewal fail to clear all the slums, 
but I question if we shall ever rid our dries of than until 
we solve the economic, social, and psycholc^cal ills 
which harass modem man. It is, therefore, unfortunate 
that a single program, oriented prindpally to a segment 
of the physicd aspects of housing, has become associated 
■wdth a goal which is impossible for it to achieve. The 
sooner we divest ourselvts of this romantic illusion, the 
better we will be able to assess our slum-clearance activi¬ 
ties. Already this is being realized. Witn«s the emphasis 
upon rehabilitation of existing Houses and upon code 
enforcement in recent housing legislation. 

But the great^t romantic illusion in the discussions of 
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slums is not the hope that they will all be cleared in the 
near future, but the misconception that they are all stable 
neighborhoods to which the residents have strong ties. 

The basis for this illusion is, in large measure, due to 
an earlier action of urban renewal—the demolition of the 
West End of Boston. This was, in many ways, an 
atypical blighted area, but it is the area most frequently 
studied in recent years.^^ Little of the analysis looks at the 
West End in an historical sense. It is my belief that the 
community was already an economic drain. The young 
people were moving out and Skid Row was fast en¬ 
croaching. How long would it have held its stable 
population? 

In the 1950’s, however, it did have a population which, 
in large part because of age, had strong ties to the com¬ 
munity and opposed moving away from it. But it requires 
no great sophistication to realize that what may have been 
found to exist (and this well may have been exaggerated 
once the residents were forced to move) among a group 
of elderly Boston Italians, who could have moved earlier 
into other neighborhoods but chose not to, was not 
typical of those who were displaced by urban renewal 
in its first decade of activity. For two thirds of these dis¬ 
placed persons were nonwhites who did not, and do not, 
enjoy a similar degree of mobility and therefore may 
have lived in a neighborhood not through attachment 
but because they had no choice. 

A majority of both the whites and nonwhites who 
have left slums and blighted areas demolished by urban 
renewal were long-time residents of those areas. There 
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are, however, significant geographic^ differences. In 
Northern communities, to which there has been vast 
nonwhite migration in recent decades, there are evidences 
of much greater stabiKty of residence among whites Aan 
nonwhites. In the South, the nonwhites and whites in 
urban renewal areas are about the same in that respect; 
that is, about the same proportion have lived there a long 
time. Thus, nonwhites in Southern urban renewal areas 
have lived there considerably longer than nonwhites in 
Northern urban renewal areas.-® This strongly sugg^ts 
that in the North, slums occupied by white have rela¬ 
tive stability of occupancy but nonwhite slums seem to 
lack stability. And even where there is relative stability 
of occupancy in nonwhite slums, it usually reflects neces¬ 
sity rather than choice. Consequendy, it is not necessarily 
an index of reidents’ attachment to neighborhoods but 
rather a reflection of restricted rcadentiai mobility which 
has long limited the housing choices of colored Amer- 
icaiK. 

The typical American urban slum is not nec^arily a 
neighborhood which has great attractions for its occu¬ 
pants. Many of its rodents evidence strong attachments 
to it only when they are faced with the prospect of being 
displaced without any certainty that they will be re¬ 
housed adequately elsewhere. If this were not so, the 
public housing program would have encountered much 
of the same neighborhood opposition that urban renewal 
has. Of course I recognize Aat in any slum there are 
those who are strongly attached to their neighborhood, 
and that there are some slums which are fairly cohesive 
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The point is that many occupants of slums 
are seeking to break out of them or are Satisfied with 
the environmeiit in which their income race, or other 
factors force them to remain. Also, the turnover of resi¬ 
dent, especiailv in Northern nonwhite slums, beli^ the 
concxpt of ndghlwrhocKi stability. 

As long as it was believed that wq would be able to 
dear al of our slums through urban renewal, it was 
inevitable that questions of the timing and the cost of the 
undertaking would be rai^d. Thus, there are ^timat^ 
of what the total effort 'would involve in dollars,^® and 
there is advocacy of accelerating the program rapidly. 
Total slum clearance and total urban renewal became an 
alternative to which federal spending could be directed 
when and if our defense budget were materially reduced. 
Tliis, too, is unrealistic. Urban renewal, involving slum 
dearance and dislcx:ation, has a disruptive impact upon 
a locality, and there are economic, sockl, and political 
liTnii^ri nns upon the volume of it that can be digested 
in any period of time. We now are comprehending that 
urban renewal is not only a time-consuming operation 
but one that has to be paced to reflect: the ability of dti^ 
to accommodate to its impact. 

It is misleading, for example, to talk about the number 
of urban renewal pro|ec:is that have been completed. 

like the vast Southwest redevelopment in Wash- 
ingtcKi, D.G, have been in ^ecution for many years. By 
any reasonable standard. Southwest redevelopment is a 
succ^, but one i^son for its succ^ is that it was not 
pneniMurely completed. Because it transformed the 
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nature of a large area, the timing of improvements was 
crucial. The phasing of the construction enabled the 
demand for the new fairly high-cost housing to grow 
as the supply increased. This housing is today renting 
briskly and the cooperative apartments and town houses 
are finding ready purchasers even before they are com- 

The other side of slum clearance is the provision of 
housing for low-income and moderate-income families. 
What has urban renewal done for these groups? What 
will it do for them? 

Originally, the champions of urban renewal seem to 
have assumed that the low-income and moderate-income 
households would be able to upgrade their shelter 
through the filtering process. Thus, urban renewal sites 
would be developed primarily for higher-income families 
and the less affluent would go into the vacancies occa¬ 
sioned by a series of moves incident to new construction. 
In this process, it was assumed that all income groups 
could and would upgrade their housing. Of course, it 
did not work this way. The two major impediments 
were the general tightness of the housing market, which 
inhibited the assumed chain of vacancies, and the various 
frictions in the housing market, occasioned principally 
by racial bias and a paucity of good moderate-cost hous¬ 
ing.®® 

Recently the housing market has changed. In most of 
the nation’s cities there are sufficient vacancies to ease 
the process of relocation. This economic fact, when 
combined with much more stringent federal relocation 
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requirements, has upgraded the rehousing of displaced 
households, albeit at rents which often have absorbed a 
somewhat higher proportion of income. 

Perhaps even more important than the easing of the 
housing market has been the change in attitude toward 
relocation. At first it was considered no problem. Then 
it was ignored in some cities where poor families were 
pushed out of their homes with a minimum of assistance. 
Today most of those engaged in urban renewal are 
acutely conscious of the importance and difEcultics of 
relocation, and this gives them greater concern for the 
ability of communities to adjust to the impact of the 
program. Federal legislation and federal policy recognize 
that relocation can and does entail economic costs and 
psychological stress among those who are forced to move. 

Although I was at first resolved not to enter into an 
evaluation of the performance of urban renewal, no dis¬ 
cussion of the program is meaningful if it ignores this 
aspect of relocation. Because of the earlier deficiencies in 
relocation, “conventional wisdom” has it that the situ¬ 
ation, though somewhat better, is still deplorable. When 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency (HFIFA) re¬ 
leased data indicating that over three quarters of those 
relocated in the fiscal year ending June 1963 moved into 
decent, safe, and sanitary housing, those who view the 
program from academia responded that the figures were 
unreliable. They noted that the local public agencies 
which operate the program report the data and these 
agencies grossly overestimate progress. To prove their 
point, they cited a horror case. For they know that relo¬ 
cation is a scandal.®^ 
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I, too, have realized that there are questions relative to 
the accuracy of the locally reported data.®^ Therefore, 
I contracted with the U.S. Bureau of the Census to make 
a survey of families relocated during the period from 
June I to August 31, 1964. HHFA identified aU local 
redevelopment agencies which had projects going into 
execution during 1962 and 1963 and where there had 
been relocation during the summer of 1964. The Census 
Bureau sample involved 132 cities containing about 60 
percent of ^ those famili es relocated by urban renewal 
ft nring die period of the survey.* During the three sum¬ 
mer months of 1964, 2,842 families were relocated by 
urban renewal in the 132 localities; 2,300 of these were 
interviewed by the Bureau of the Census—the remainder 
had moved from the city, could not be located, or refused 
to respond. Of those intervie-wed, 94 percent had been 
relocated in standard housing.®® 

The firm recognition of the problems of dislocation is 
one of the forces behind the new directions of urban 
renewal, which will be described presendy and which 
will be accompanied by housing programs designed to 
increase the amount of shelter for low-income and 
moderate-income famili es. Urban renewal cannot be 
evaluated in a vacuum. The Urban Renewal Administra¬ 
tion is a part of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
where it is complemented by the activities of the Federal 
Housing Administration and the Public Housing Admin¬ 
istration. In addition all HHFA programs are, in turn, a 

* The remaining 40 percent were distributed '%’idely among some 
630 additional localities which had varying workloads of rfocatioii. 
Most of th^ communities had small relocation programs incident to 
urban renewal. 
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part of the housing market upon which they act and to 
which they react. 

It must be recognized, too, that there is no basis for 
the assumption that new living units should always be 
constructed in the same sites as the old ones or neces¬ 
sarily for the same occupants or income group. There are 
social and political reasons for minimizing the displace¬ 
ment of families by urban renewal or otlier actions, and 
when the poor are forced out by one program, other 
programs should compensate by providing more housing 
within their income capacity. But slum clearance is sure 
to bring some displacement. 

If, as in urban renewal, this displacement occasions 
relocation from substandard to standard housing in eight 
out of ten cases, it is sure to involve some higher rentals. 
The striking and encouraging thing about the Census 
Bureau survey referred to above was that the degree of 
such increases was nominal.®^ The fact that these in¬ 
creases exist is the basis for the limited rent supplements 
for those displaced provided in the Housing and Urban 
Development Law of 1964 and the current proposals for 
much more comprehensive and long-term rent supple¬ 
ments for low-income and moderate-income f amili es 
proposed in the 1965 biU. 

NEW DIRECTIONS IN URBAN RENEWAL 

Although urban renewal is a vital tool for preserving 
our cities, we must modify it in light of sound analyses 
and experience. Thus there have been, and there will 
continue to be, new directions in the program. Moderate- 
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income housing and rehabilitation of existing housing 
will be stressed. 

Both moderate-income housing, as a form of redevel¬ 
opment, and rehabilitation, which is designed to minimize 
family displacement and economic dislodgment, were 
inspired by economic necessity as well as social policy 
and political expediency. Similarly, both were in con¬ 
flict with the goal of building primarily for upper- 
middle-class families and maximizing the tax returns to 
the city. 

Thus, urban renewal has had to reconcile and broaden 
its stated and imputed objectives, recognizing that it 
must be concerned with social as well as economic 
returns. In the process, its economic gains will be less 
than was at first anticipated. The objective must be to 
get as much economic impact as possible while occasion¬ 
ing the least degree of social costs and upgrading the 
living conditions of all elements in the population. 

The recent redirections in the program and those sug¬ 
gested in President Johnson’s message on “The Problems 
and Future of the Central City and Its Suburbs” (March 
2, 1965) now offer a basis for redefining the functions 
of the program. They are as follows: 

• Provide sites for new residential construction serv¬ 
ing a variety of income groups. A limited amount of this 
will be higher-cost and serve to hold in, and attract to, 
central cities middle-class families. But most will be 
moderate-income and low-income housing. 

• Continue to undertake downtown redevelopment. 
This will serve to strengthen the economic base of central 
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cities. It will also make a contribution to increased tax 
revenue, but grants for social public facilities and for 
services will be a more direct and effective support to 
local government finance. 

• Upgrade the quality of the existing supply of hous¬ 
ing—especially in the dreary gray areas outside the cen¬ 
tral business districts—largely through new and expanded 
programs of rehabilitation and code enforcement. 

• Demolish some of the dilapidated and substandard 
housing in the bhghted areas. 

• Afford sites for public institutions, particularly uni¬ 
versities and hospitals. 

• Provide sites for industrial redevelopment pro) ccts, 

• Develop more attractive and better-planned cities.* 

The volume of private expenditures and the amount 

of tax assistance to local government will be less than 
was previously contemplated, suggesting the need for 
other forms of revenue assistance to our cities. Hence the 
grams mentioned in the second point, above. To supple¬ 
ment indirect revenue assistance to cities via urban re¬ 
newal, the federal government has proposed direct con¬ 
tributions. Included are the new program of matching 

* The sequence of this list does not represent a system of priorities. 
In the first place, any one project or local program may well, and 
often does, perform several of these functions simultaneously. Second¬ 
ly, in any city a project or a program may emphasize one or more 
of these objectives. It is imperative, therefore, that no system of 
indexible^ priorities be established for urban renewal. However, as this 
analysis indicates, the main thrust of the program will be toward 
providing sites for residential redevelopment and rehabilitation and for 
revitalizing downtown areas. Urban renewal, of course, will involve 
slmn clearance—either through demolition or rehabilitation—and it 
will serve to develop more attractive and better-planned cities. 
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grants for service facilities, such as neighborhood centers, 
and for acquisition of open spaces in congested neighbor¬ 
hoods. These will help cities carry out plans developed 
in connection with their community-action programs 
financed by the Economic Opportunity Act. In addition, 
federal funds are proposed to provide significant support 
for education, job training, and associated services. 

These approaches recognize that cities need financial 
assistance to meet their required outlays for pubhc facili¬ 
ties and services. They take the direct route and are more 
effective in assisting the provision of such facilities and 
services because they provide immediate financial relief 
without reducing tax revenue over the short run as urban 
renewal may well do.*® Direct grants, however, are 
complementary to, and not a substitute for, urban re¬ 
newal, which not only improves the local tax situation 
but supports the economic base of localities, upgrades 
the quality of housing, and serves to arrest blight and 
clear slums, at the same time that it encourages and facili¬ 
tates orderly development of the localities. Direct grants 
can be, as they are, used primarily to assist the disadvant¬ 
aged and the needy, providing services which are readily 
identified and politically accepted as those for which 
federal funds should be spent. 

The goal of providing moderate-income housing m 
urban renewal areas is far from new. Apparendy the 
early objective of urban renewal in many cities was to 
provide moderate-income housing on cleared sites. How¬ 
ever, the existing tools of the federal government were 
inadequate for the task. An initial effort to meet the need 
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was creation of Section 220 of the Federal Housing Act. 
This authorized the Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA) to provide mortgage insurance for residential 
developments in urban renewal areas and the purchase of 
such mortgages by the Federal National Mortgage Asso¬ 
ciation (FNMA). The result was more and cheaper 
mortgage money for residential redevelopment; but 
moderate-income housing was not forthcoming. Thus, 
for the most part, even when, as in Chicago and 
Washington, the urban renewal plan specified moderate- 
income housing, it was impossible to produce it. 

It was not until the Housing Act of 1961 was enacted 
that the situation improved. That legislation included 
still another new provision, Section 221(d)(3). This 
new provision authorized below-the-market-interest-rate 
mortgages, insured by FHA and purchased by FNMA. 
As a result, it was, for the first time, possible to construct 
moderate-income housing on a national scale.*® Signifi¬ 
cantly, by the spring of 1965 the urban renewal projects 
in Chicago and Washington, referred to above, were in 
the process of adding a limited number of moderate- 
income housing to the large inventory of higher-priced 
accommodations already in occupancy. 

Prior to 1961, New York State had had experience 
with a middle-income housing program for six years. 
This program was one which utilized low-interest, long¬ 
term mortgages financed by the state or localities. It was 
designed to serve income groups slightly higher than 
those encompassed by the Section 221(d)(3) program. 
(For a four-person family, median income under the New 
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York middle-income program was approximately $7,5 cm>; 
in the federal moderate-income program the figure was 
about $6,000.) And, until the federal moderate-income 
housing program became available, the middle-income 
housing program of New York was the only viable 
instrument to finance other than high-rent construction 
or public housing in urban redevelopment. 

The impact of th^e two programs is refleaed in recent 
statistics for urban redevelopment. As of June 1964, of 
the 61,777 residential units that had been completed in 
urban renewal sit^, over 17 percent were developed 
under the middle-income program of New York State, 
7.3 percent under the federal moderate-income program, 
and 8.5 percent for public housing. The remainder were 
for upper-income occupancy. On the vacant land con¬ 
veyed or committed to a redeveloper in the fiscal year 
1964, pre limin ary figure indicated that about 35 percent 
of the residentid units would be developed under die 
federal moderate-income program, 94 percent under 
moderate-income sal^’ programs of the Federal Housing 
Administration, 6 percent under New York’s middle- 
income program, 3 percent under the direct loan program 
for senior citizens, and 74 percent by public housing. 
Thus, whereas at the end of Ae fiscal year 1964 only one 
third of the residential units constructed in urban renewal 
areas were for lower-income occupancy, three fiftiK of 
the units scheduled for future development are planned 
for such occupancy. 

Most critics of urban renewal have emphasized its 
failure to recognize the human ingredients in the activity. 
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The more objective among them also recognize the 
achievements of the program, but assert that it, Mice any* 
slum clearance program, is vulnerable unless it is co¬ 
ordinated with, and facilitates, activity* to augment the 
supply of housing available to groups displaced.”’' rius 
inicates a major emphasis upon rehabilitation of the 
existing supply of housing, as one of the required tools. 

But this rehabilitation must be cost-conscious—designed 
to accommodate approximately the same income groups 
as resided in the structures prior to their being improved. 
The Housing and Urban Development Bill of 1965 con¬ 
tains significant new tools to accomplish this. If they 
prove to be effective we shall be able to reduce the 
relocation load, preserve an increasing number of exist¬ 
ing neighborhoods, and launch an effective attack upon 
the vast gray areas of our cities. 

Rehabilitation which is cost-conscious is difficult to 
achieve. Even the new instruments in the 1965 legislation 
do not assure success. The principal problem is economic. 

A given struemre which may be appraised at $d,ooo 
and requires $3,000 for rehabilitation is seldom ■worth 
$9,000 upon completion. To its owner, such an additional 
investment may be justified, but the security for a loan 
may be impaired by the lack of the property’s liquidity 
or a low potential sales price. When and if the whole 
neighborhood is upgraded through widespread rehabilita¬ 
tion of properties, accompanied by the installation of 
additional and adequate community facilities and the 
upgrading of public services, the value of all properties 
■will rise. This, however, takes time, and its prospect. 
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though helpful, do^ not contribute enough to assure a 
sound economic basis for additional investments in indi¬ 
vidual structures. 

An even more perplexing problem occurs iu the in¬ 
stance of rental properties in bl^hted and slum areas. 
Some are operated by sophisticated investors 'who milk 
them, and who are not enthusiastic about lessening their 
returns by putting more into properties which, because 
of the neighborhood surroundings, cannot sustain rental 
increases commensurate -with the increase in investment. 
Also, of course, where there is an upgrading of a total 
neighborhood, it is possible, even probable, that by 
charging the maximum rentals the owners will place the 
rehabilitated structures far beyond the paying ability of 
existing tenants. 

Another group of investors in low-income rental 
properties carries a different set of problems. Th^ are 
the inexperienced operators who often have paid too 
much for their properti^ and use hig^-cost, short-term 
financing- For them, as weE as for sophisticated smaU 
investors who are willing to put money into their proper- 
ties and are satisfied with a reasonable return, there is no 
solution short of refinancing "with a single, long-term 
mortgage. Assistance in management and operation wiE 
be required for the less knowledgeable in the group. 

Recognition of aE these difficulties has led to the 
oreater utilization of existing government programs®* and 
die development of the new tools already mentioned. 
These new tools include (i) low-interest direct loans, 
p rimar ily to low-income and moderate-income home- 
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owners; (2) direct grants to homeowners of the same 
economic group; and (3) capital grants to nonprofit 
redevelopers of rental housing.®” 

Even with these instruments rehabilitation in the gray 
areas will continue to present problems and its progress 
will be difficult. In addition to the economic factors out¬ 
lined above, rehabilitation will be complicated by the 
hesitancy of local renewal ofiScials to undertake it and 
the tendency of the Federal Housing Administration to 
resist new principles of underwriting. The hesitancy of 
the local officials will reflect two principal situations: the 
opposition to redirecting a program and the greater effort 
required to carry out rehabilitation as contrasted to clear¬ 
ance. These situations are indigenous to any bureaucracy: 
change takes time and entails repudiation of past commit¬ 
ments. My experience suggests that if rehabilitation is 
approached as a practical rather than an ideological issue, 
results can be obtained. But the case-by-case approach is 
time-consuming and frequently frustrating. 

There are, however, some encouraging results in re¬ 
habilitation. In Boston, for example, three large areas 
have been designated for such treatment and one is well 
underway. Other cities, including Philadelphia, Pitts¬ 
burgh, New Haven, and Chicago, have had successful 
experiences. 

I have serious doubts about using urban renewal for 
rehabilitation that results in high-rent housing accom¬ 
modations. Experience has shown that in prestige areas, 
such as the East Side of New York, Georgetown in 
Washington, and Beacon Hill in Boston, the forces of 
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the private market do effect rehabilitation. Since, how¬ 
ever, one of the generally-agreed-upon objectives of 
urban renewal is to encourage better land use and reflect 
good planning, there would be some legitimate employ¬ 
ment of urban renewal for rehabilitation even if the 
result would be economic displacement. This would be 
justified where there were enclaves of blight destined for 
higher-income occupancy, in otherwise economically 
healthy areas of the city. The role of urban renewal 
assistance in these instances would be to accelerate the 
process of rehabilitation. Great care should be taken, 
however, not to use federal funds to eliminate economic 
diversity unless it is clear that market forces would result 
in a spread of blight and a decline in the neighborhood. 

In much current discussion of rehabilitation versus the 
bulldozer there is great confusion relative to their impact 
upon the present occupants of blighted areas. Either 
approach, if the rehabilitated or new accommodations 
are priced beyond the pocketbooks of low-income and 
moderate-income families, causes displacement of the 
poor and minority groups. But in urban renewal projects 
those displaced are actually better off economically than 
families displaced by rehabilitation undertaken outside 
urban renewal areas. This follows because of the guaran¬ 
teed relocation assistance. Well-motivated persons have 
objected to using subsidies to displace the poor and 
rehouse the affluent. What is lost sight of is that rehabili¬ 
tation undertaken by private enterprise without public 
assistance (as well as new construction in blighted areas 
so financed) usually occasions the same type of displace- 
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ment, without the mitigating effect of relocation benefits. 

As rehabilitation is stressed in urban renewal, demoli¬ 
tion will decline. It will, of course, occur within rehabili¬ 
tation areas where structures, either because of their 
condition or because of the need for open spaces or public 
facilities, do not lend themselves to upgrading. Also, 
there are some whole neighborhoods wliich can only be 
upgraded through demolition. Fewer and fewer of them 
will be redeveloped for upper-income occupancy in the 
years immediately ahead. Code enforcement will result 
in some demolition; some of the redeveloped areas will 
be utilized for new low-rent construction; and others 
will be used for new moderate-income accommodations. 

These new directions in urban renewal will have 
significant consequences. In the first place, they will 
minimize the disruptive impact of the program; conse¬ 
quently, the political opposition will be reduced. More 
significantly, this approach will yield greater results. 
For, with less potential for dislocation, it will be pos¬ 
sible to deal with large segments of the gray areas, there¬ 
by providing a basis for more effective redevelopment 
and more of the economically sound rehabilitation. 

Thus, the new directions of the program are realistic. 
They will not, in and of themselves, upgrade the housing 
conditions of all the poor. And, indeed, urban renewal 
was never structured to do that, despite the legislative 
intent at the time of its origin. Renewal will, however, 
improve the quality of shelter and urban living for an 
increasing number of the less affluent; and, when com¬ 
bined with the antipoverty program, provide meaningful 
assistance to many of the poor. 
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No one federal program can, by itself, solve the social 
problems of the nation. Urban renewal, in the past, has 
too frequently complicated rather than eased these prob¬ 
lems; in the process, however, it revealed many social 
issues which had been ignored. Now it is attempting to 
make a continuing contribution to the economic health 
of the central city, make the city more attractive and 
livable, provide sites for the housing of a diversified 
economic segment of the population, and upgrade the 
shelter and physical environment of the poor and the 
discriminated against.*® 

In retrospect, it seems obvious that urban renewal 
could never have been simultaneously the economic savior 
of the central city, an instrument for clearing all the 
slums, the means of attracting hordes of upper-middle- 
income families back into the central cities, and a tool 
for rehousing former slum dwellers in decent, safe, and 
sanitary housing, while generating a volume of construc¬ 
tion involving private investments four to six times as 
great as the public expenditure. It could, and did, in its 
various aspects, do some of all of this. But the expecta¬ 
tion that the total package would be realized through 
urban renewal was unrealistic from the start. 

As I see it there are two dangers in the future. 

The first is the existing tendency of some to cite the 
program’s defects—real and imaginary—as a basis for 
doing away with it entirely. Unless there is a substitute 
to perform the functions that have been outlined above 
as the new directions of the program (and the opponents 
of urban renewal have no workable substitutes), we shall 
not save or revitalize our cities without urban renewal. 
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(Nor, of course, will urban renewal alone perform that 
feat.) 

The second danger, and in many ways a more serious 
one, is that we will attempt to freeze the form of what 
is still a young and evolving program. Those who feel 
that urban renewal should be primarily oriented to 
housing (and I am in agreement with them in this belief) 
often conclude that downtown renewal should be stop¬ 
ped. But the downtown section must be vital, exciting, 
and economically sound for the sake of the whole city. 
To date downtown urban redevelopment has been a 
major factor in sparldng the renaissance of more than a 
score of American cities.^^ Even Raymond Vernon, a 
sophisticated student of urban problems who is dubious 
about the future of the central city, recognizes the poten¬ 
tial for downtown redevelopment.*^ 

Over a period of fifteen years urban renewal has 
changed a great deal. It is important that it remain flexible, 
and it is vital that we question constantly its assumptions 
and performances. It is not the magic some who are de¬ 
voted to it would have us believe. It does not solve all the 
problems of the central cities in and of itself. Indeed, 
alone, it does not solve any one of these problems. But it 
does perform certain functions that are indispensable and 
it is beginning to perform others. Let us give more atten¬ 
tion to defining its fundamental objectives. Let us realis¬ 
tically integrate it into the myriaid of programs which 
afiFect the urban environment. And then let us evaluate, 
modify, and improve urban renewal. 

Its task is to assist in preserving our cities. And they are 
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worth preserving. Charles Abrams has eloquently ex¬ 
pressed the issue: “Despite its losses of population and its 
setbacks, the city remains the concourse of the various- 
in faces, in trade, in the exchange of thought, and in the 
potentials for leadership. It continues to serve its role as 
a refuge for the underprivileged and for those seeking 
richer opportunities. It is still the citadel of American 
freedom, in which there is greater opportunity and where 
the greater variety of jobs enables one to select a skill 
and realize an aspiration.” 



4 

DILEMMAS OF RACE 


I T IS C2ENERAIXY recognized that race is a principal 
factor in many aspects of urban development- James Q. 
Wilson, for example, identifi^ the color issue as one of 
the three major problenB of our citi^^ and Charles E. 
Silberman has otserved that ^‘the urban problem is in 
large measure a Negro problem.” ^ 

Government at all levels is addr^ing itself more and 
more to radal poicy in housing; and dvil rights groups, 
as wel as cimem* committees, are busily engaged in 
pressing for equal opportunity in housing. Nonwhit^ and 
these concerned with eradicating poverty are champion¬ 
ing more and letter housing for the disadvantaged at the 
^me rime that many of them are highly ciirical of racial 
ghetto patterns of living. 

Some, whose main concern is other than housing or 
poverty. Income involved because of the pervasive im- 
pacx of racial reidentkl patterns. Proponents of school 
integrarion, for example, realize that their objecnive is 
frustrated by residential segregation; thus they become 
champions of integrated housing. At the same rime some 
of the trade groups in the housing industry are equally 
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active in attempting to prevent or vitiate public action for 
open occupancy in housing. 

There are few among those seriously concerned with 
equal opportunity who would not insist that all ethnic 
groups in American society should have free access to 
housing throughout the communities in which they live. 
Ability to pay should be the only criterion for entrance, 
and individual acceptance of established behavior pat¬ 
terns should be the only requirement for continued oc¬ 
cupancy. 

If there were an adequate amount of decent shelter at 
prices which those in the market can pay, obviously a 
much larger proportion of the population could find 
“standard” accommodations—that is, sound physical 
structures having adequate plumbing and sanitary facili¬ 
ties and sufficient space for the household affected. But 
we have long recognized that private enterprise, un¬ 
assisted, has not, cannot, and will not provide standard 
housing for a large proportion of the less afiluent. Thus 
governmental programs have been established to provide 
the needed assistance. 

Questions arise as to what public policy should be and 
how effective it will be in achieving the desired results. 
Even more fundamental is the issue of what specifically 
we want to achieve. Most who speak and act from the 
liberal point of view would probably assert that they 
want more and better housing available to nonwhites, a 
dissolvement of ghettos, and integrated residential pat¬ 
terns. But few have taken the time to inquire whether or 
not these necessarily are consistent goals. If some of these 
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objectives are now competitive with others, or if inflex¬ 
ible commitment to one may delay another, which is to 
be selected? On what basis is it to be chosen, and by 
whom? Or, finally, is this a matter of one approach versus 
another, or the most desirable mixture of approaches? 

As long as there was little effective action in this sphere 
of American life, such questions were academic. Today 
when there is action and when changes are occurring, the 
answers become extremely important. If, for example, 
rapid development of stable integrated neighborhoods 
will do only httle to increase the supply of decent houses 
for nonwMtes in the foreseeable future, is such action 
more important and socially desirable than rapid expan¬ 
sion of housing opportunities for nonwhites at the cost of 
meaningful (as contrasted to transitional) integration? 
On the other hand, in light of the influence of upper-class 
suburbia upon our values, can suburban patterns of racial 
occupancy be neglected? 

A part of the problem is a difference of opinion as to 
how governmental housing programs operate and their 
impact upon racial residential patterns. Urban renewal 
offers a good example, for, as Lyle E. Schaller, a percep¬ 
tive observer of the program, observed: “Thousands of 
Negroes think of . . . [it] as a synonym for ‘Negro 
removal’ while many whites are thoroughly convinced 
that their block would have remained all white if it had 
not been for urban renewal. Integrationists contend that 
urban renewal officials have been negligent by not push- 
iog fair housing policies while segregationists read the 
open occupancy clauses written into redevelopment con- 
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tracts and are convinced that urban renewal is but another 
device developed by the federal bureaucracy to break 
down the separation of the races.” ® 

Public housing is criticized because it does not yet have 
a firm policy of malting certain that locations are chosen 
to encourage integration.* And Whitney Young, Execu¬ 
tive Director of the National Urban League, has stated 
that urban renewal, slum clearance, and highway con¬ 
struction will result in Negroes’ being more segregated 
in the unattractive areas of the city.® 

Actually, during the decade 1950 to i960, the degree 
of racial residential segregation did not increase; it de¬ 
clined slightly. In addition, its incidence grew in the 
cities of the South and lessened slightly in the North,* 
reflecting the greater political power of nonwhites in the 
North and the utilization of residential segregation in the 
South as a means of vitiating judicial action that prohibits 
segregation in public facilities, especially public schools. 
During the ten years from 1950 to i960, over-all progress 
toward open occupancy was slight, and my observations 
would lead me to believe that although it has been 
accelerated since i960, the amount of interracial housing 
has remained quantitatively small. Yet there are unmis¬ 
takable evidences of changing patterns and changing 
attitudes toward nonwhite neighbors.’' The situation is 
not static and, as in many aspects of race relations, statis¬ 
tical averages and index numbers do not reflect the total 
situation. 

Not only has there been a liberalization of attitude 
toward open occupancy but significant institutional de- 
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Yelopments Iia¥e oanuxed. Tlie first of tkest h the recent 
spontaneous rise of about a thousand fair housing com¬ 
mittee largely in the suburbs. ITi^e are groups of 
middle-clas wfait^ who ha¥e organized to recruit and 
welcome nonwhit^ as neighbors. Prudent Kennedy’s 
Executive Order on Equi Opportunity in Housing 
(1962), despite its limited coverage, has slowly opened 
new neighborhotKis to nonwhite supplementing the 
eighteen state lam, three territory laws, and thirty-four 
municipal ordinance for fair housing practice. Most re¬ 
cently, ^veral thoimnd Americans have organized to 
provide finandal r^ources in support of nonsegregated 
housing on a national sole.* It is important to observe 
that, for reasons that will be discused late of the 
prc^i^ toward of«n occupancy in housing h^ involved 
the more affluent.* 

* UBfommately there are no comprebeiKive data reflectiiig the 
efficacy of fair hommg committee state and Icwral open occupancy 
lam, and the Execnnre Order on Equal Oppsrrcmity in Housing. 
There are, however, fragmentary leports which demonstrate That 
changes are ocauring, albeit slowly. Ehiring the two years ending 
January 1^5, slightly over ic» Xegro family had moved inro pre- 
viottdy al-white ne^htx^rhcKKis in snhnrte of Maryland and Virginia 
which snrroinid Washington, D.C. By Jime 1^5 the ncimber was jna: 

short of 2C». Accordiiig to the American Friends &rvice Cominitt^ 

which has spearheaded the program, homes |Mirclia^d by Negrc« in 

neighborhoods ranged in cost from $ii,2c» to $|o,£x>o and higher. 
The average price was in the low $20,000 ran^, 

la the New York metropolitan ar^ the movement of nonwliit^ 
into new siibarbaa areas has been accelerated during the same period. 
In Chica^, too, a simlar development is reported. And in tfie^ three 
locaHdes, as well as scores of others, nomvhires were moving into new 
neighixirlioods in the central city. Lck^ gronps, snch as Neighbors 
Incorporated in Washingtoi^ were often w^aging campttigns to dis- 
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Of all the industry groups in housing, the National 
Association of Real !]&tate Boards has been the most out¬ 
spoken foe of fair housing legislation. It justifies its posi¬ 
tion on the ground of concern for property rights and 
freedom of choice in the disposition of real estate. State 
and local real estate boards have supplemented the wide¬ 
spread activities of the national body in this field. For 
example, the California organization of real estate boards 
drew up the language and supplied the principal support 
for Proposition 14 in that state, a proposition which not 
only prevents enforcement of the state fair housing law 
but also requires a statewide referendum before any 
additional legislation in this field can be enacted.* 

E arly in March 1965 the lobbyist for the Texas Real 
Estate Association identified himself and his organization 
as the proponents of a similar constitutional amendment 
in Texas. Texas has no fair housing legislation; so in this 
case the proposed amendment was designed to prevent 
passage of such a law.® This legislation was killed in com¬ 
mittee. Nine additional states had similar legislation before 
them in the spring of 1965, and in every instance it had 


into racially mixed areas. For the most part their succeaes seem 
destined to be short-lived unless the suburbs absorb nonwhites much 

more rapidly than they are now doing. 

Each month FHA reports the opening of approximately a score of 
new suburban developments to nonwhites and the purchase of a 
hundred or so houses by nonwhites in previously all-white neighbor¬ 
hoods. The latter are from the inventory of properties repossessed by 
FHA and the Veterans Administration. 

* The constitutionality of the proposition was promptly challenged. 
At the time of this writing the issue was before the Supreme Court 
of California. 
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strong support from the state real estate boards. However, 
by June none of these bills had been passed. 

Local real ^tste boards have supported similar action 
in Akron, Dayton, and elsewhere. Yet there have been a 
few exceptions among real estate boards. Several years 
ago the Real Estate Board of Greater Boston was a cham¬ 
pion of fair housing legislation in Massachusetts, and, 
more recently, the Real Estate Board of Greater Balti¬ 
more urged extension of the Executive Order for Equal 
Opportunity in Housing to include conventional len ding 
on home mortgages by federally chartered and insured 
institutions. 

Concurrently the masses of nonwhites, keenly con¬ 
scious of dieir housing deprivations, press to remove 
them. Thus there is, within the Negro community, grow¬ 
ing pressure for relief, and the riots in Negro ghettcs 
during the summer of 1964 were unmistakable expressions 
that tempers had grown short. 

AU of the efforts which improve the status of low- 
income Americans will also affect racial housing prob¬ 
lems. As the antipoverty program succeeds, an increasing 
number of nonwhites not only will have more money to 
spend for housing but will develop even greater dis- 
satkfaoion with their present shelter and neighborhoods. 

In such a setting, it is not enough to report that atti¬ 
tudes and patterns axe changing. For men and women 
who are living under intolerable conditions, such changes 
seem remote. They want action, and for them action is 
significant only if it uj^des their own housing. 

Rekmiion of racial ghetto patterns of living will have 
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immediate impact primarily upon those nonwhites who 
are more affluent. Such a development might have offered 
hope for all nonwhites had it happened a generation ago. 
Today the tempo in civil rights is such that these relaxa¬ 
tions in the color line, as important as they may be over 
the long run, do little to reduce the social pressure in the 
ghettos. 

There is a new realization in many parts of American 
society that existing racial housing patterns throughout 
the urban complex are crucial. Bernard Weissbourd, 
president of Chicago’s Metropolitan Structures and a 
large-scale builder and redeveloper, writing for the Cen¬ 
ter for the Study of Democratic Institutions, aptly stated; 

“Present segregation practices are a serious obstacle...; 
at the same time they provide an additional reason why a 
program designed to create heterogeneous communities 
both within the city and beyond the suburbs has become 
imperative . . . The question of segregation is always 
present when the character and location of public housing 
and urban renewal projects are being determined. An un¬ 
willingness to face up to it has paralyzed city planning. 
It is necessary to deal with the question not only for the 
sake of civil rights for Negroes but in order to free city 
planning from some unspoken assumptions that underlie 
almost everything that happens about housing in our 
cities.” 


CURRENT PARADOXES 

Urban renewal is the one public activity occasioning 
large-scale dislocation that has high standards for reloca- 
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tioiL And it is now enforcing Yet is the one public 

program wMch is constantly criticized for its relocation 
actiYiti^ lar^Iy in tem^ of their impact upon minoritiK. 

Proponents of radal integration in housing oppose 
slum clearance and, frequently, adYOcate rehabilitation of 
e-Yimng stractuDK; but rehabilitation tends to perpetuate 
readential racial patterns. Some of those who 
atrack ghetto patterns demand that housing built in re¬ 
development areas exclusively for low-income occu¬ 
pancy; stilL in citi« with large nonwhite populations, 
such housing usually become predominantly, or exclu¬ 
sively, nonwhite. 

In an effort to break down racial concentrations, some 
groii|B look to di^^ision of dkplace^ into integrated 
neighborhoods. Unfortunately, the consequence of their 
effort, if succe^ul, b, sometime, to expand the patterns 
of rmdentM segregation over a larger segment of the 
city. 

In one community or in one area, urban renewal is 



ment. 

Some who champion o|^n occupancy would utilize 
‘1>€nign” quotas to achieve racial integration; others 
«chew the use of quotas, citing the ideological conflicrt 
Ixttt'een quotas and the concept of o|^n occupancy. 

In many cici^, fair housing committee bemoan the 
pudty of takers among nonwhites. Yet these com¬ 
mittee concentrate for the most part upon the placement 




DILEMMAS OF RACE 


87 

of upper-income nonwhites. Regardless of the reasons for 
this (and there may be a rational basis for it, given the 
committees’ objectives), by neglecting lower-income 
minority families the committees automatically limit their 
potential.^® 

The most stable interracial neighborhoods are inhabited 
by upper-income nonwhites. Such areas, while promoting 
racial integration, do little directly to upgrade the hous¬ 
ing of the mass of nonwhites. 

We should not be surprised by these paradoxes of race 
in the field of housing or in other aspects of our society. 
There are problems of race because there is prejudice. 
And prejudice is always irrational and illogical. Those 
who are the butt of extreme prejudice can hardly be ex¬ 
pected to react in terms of detached logic. Nor do con¬ 
sistent lines of approach emerge from these circumstances. 

THE PROBLEMS OF SITES 

The paradoxes just listed now must be examined in 
more detail. 

The location of housing is perhaps the most crucial 
single factor in its racial occupancy. If new residential 
construction or rehabilitation is carried out in a site which 
is an integral part of nonwhite concentration, the occu¬ 
pancy usually becomes either exclusively or almost exclu¬ 
sively nonwhite. The one general exception occurs where 
an entire neighborhood is cleared and a new (and higher) 
income group is housed there. 

These circumstances have led to the current pressure 
from civil rights and associated groups to secure locations 
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for public bouang beyond the boundaries of existing 
nonwhite neighborhoods. Several problems emerge. 

The first problem is a reflection of both class and racial 
atritudes. Regardless of color, the residents of middle- 
income neighborhoods generally oppose the location of 
public houang projects in their midst. In addition, white 
neighborhoods of dl income compc^tion usually oppose 
such projects on the basis of racial concerns. Emulating 
largely the attitudes of upper-income groups and reflect¬ 
ing the racial exclusiveness of suburbia, most residents 
of -white areas oppose public housing primarily because 
they fear nonwfaite inundation.^® And all of this is com¬ 
plicated by the fact that because of the very racial atti¬ 
tude that have led to residential segregation, public 
housing projects having a policy of open occupancy fre¬ 
quently become predominantly, or exclusively, non- 
white.^* In -small communitie -with limited nonwhite 
populations, or in developments removed from concen¬ 
trations of nonwhites, this need not occur. Where it does 
happen, however, it, in tom, accentuates the fears de¬ 
lineated above. 

Selection of sites for public housing is primarily a local 
responsibility, but the Public Houang Administration 
now lists promotion of racially democratic housing pat¬ 
terns as one criterion. Hiis is sometimes effective; it does 
not, however, guarantee locations which -will facilitate 
mixed racial patterns. Though tie federal government 
can refn^ to approve a site, it cannot take tire initiative 
and select one. 

Situations increasingly ari^ where a locality will ap- 
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prove for public housing only sites now occupied by 
nonwhites or in areas undergoing racial transition. The 
choice for local groups concerned with housing for low- 
income and nonwhite families is often between (i) public 
housing that will be primarily nonwhite and (2) only 
a small amount of new low-income public housing. The 
principal impact of federal policy in this situation comes 
out of its requirement that those displaced by urban re¬ 
newal and pubhc housing be relocated in decent, safe, 
and sanitary accommodations. Often this requirement 
cannot be met without additional pubhc housing. Usually 
it is facihtated if such low-rent housing is constructed on 
vacant land, most of which is outside existing nonwhite 
neighborhoods. 

The selection of vacant sites is, of course, desirable 
from many points of view. It avoids dislocation; it pro¬ 
vides a net expansion in the supply of low-rent accommo¬ 
dations; it relieves the pressures of a growing nonwhite 
population upon the existing supply of housing as was 
noted above. But, since public housing is initiated by local 
governments, there are sHght prospects of its being con¬ 
structed in the suburbs. Within the central city, the 
supply of vacant land is often restricted, and most that 
exists is so located as to assure strong opposition to pubhc 
housing. Yet sound housing pohcy would dictate use of 
vacant sites or those that are appropriate for residential 
redevelopment but now in other uses. 

The greatest progress toward integration in pubhc 
housing is occurring in existing projects which were 
formerly tenanted exclusively by one racial group. As a 
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coB^qneiice of the ExecntiYe Order on Equal Oppor- 
timiiy in Hon^g, a few changes were made. Under 
Sartion VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, aU local 
housing anthoriti^ must agree to open occupancy in all 
public housing accommo^tions. Already die pace of 
integration has been stepped up, Inter^tingly, had there 
been an o|Kn-occupaiicy policy at the time the affected 
project were constructed many of the developments 
now subject to integration would never have been built. 

The r^olving of i^^ about sit^ for public housing 
brings to the sinfacx difference in outlook between the 
more affluent nonwhite and the 1 ^ affluent one. The 
affluent tend to be more irsistent on integration, whereas 
die le^ affluent may feel that their primary need is more 
decent housing and their situation so critical that they 
cannot afford the luxury of prying for integration. 
VTien public housiog outside, but not far removed from, 
nonwhite concentration become increasingly occupied 
by nonwhite, as it frequendy do^, little is gained for 
integration, but the supply of shelter and the land area 
available to low-income nonwhite^ h augmented. As a 
pracriol matter, in some localiti^ there are relatively 
few avaiable to public housing today which will 
asure stable interracial occupancy. Thus the dilemma. 

I have noted above that when the advent of nonwhite 
imdents accelerati^ abandonment of an area by whites, 
the cause of r^idential integration is set back. To meet 
this i^e voluntary groups are sometime formed to dis¬ 
courage panic selling and abandonment of ^tablished 
ne^htwrhoods by white r^idents; and such action pre- 
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sents no dilemmas. But there arc a few people who would 
restrain rather than merely discourage the movement of 
whites. This, of course, is inconsistent with our an¬ 
nounced concern for maximum freedom of choice in 
selecting a place to live. And, unformnately, it would 
frequently serve to delay the expansion of housing avail¬ 
able to nonwhites. For under current patterns of racially 
homogeneous neighborhoods, the principal method used 
by nonwlutes to augment the supply of shelter available 
to them is to succeed or displace whites. The only effec¬ 
tive way to discourage panic selling and rapid racial 
succession in neighborhoods is to secure de facto open 
occupancy in a wide sector of the housing market. When 
that is achieved, all will be able to move freely but the 
exercise of this choice will not assure residence in a 
permanently ethnically homogeneous neighborhood: thus 
the racial motivation for moving will be greatly reduced. 

There is real irony in that urban renewal, a program 
identified on the basis of its earlier performance as “Negro 
clearance,” has recently made some significant contribu¬ 
tions toward desirable sites for public housing. Many of 
these have been so redeveloped as to encourage biracial 
occupancy. To date, the volume of public housing on 
urban renewal sites has not been quantitatively or rela¬ 
tively large. It is, however, growing. Prior to the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1961, contracts for public housing 
in urban renewal areas had been signed for 66 projects 
involving 12,098 dwelling units. During the succeeding 
three years between 1961 and 1964, 117 additional ones 
involving 14,988 dwelling units were placed under con- 
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tract. More important, the patterns of occupancy which 
evolve are significant. Biracial occupancy of public hous¬ 
ing occurred in the urban renewal programs of a score 
of cities, including Louisville and Newport, in Kentucky; 
Easton, Farrell, and Philadelphia, in Pennsylvania; New 
York Cky; Minneapolis; and Morristown, New Jersey, 
Urban renewal has made its greatest contribution to the 
site problem in the realm of moderate-income housing. 
Here the relative demand among nonwhites for housing 
is not so overwhelming as to offer the same threat of 
inundation by the minorities. In addition, there is a sizable 
white demand at this income level. Thus, the moderate- 
income housing program referred to in Chapter 3, which 
provides housing bargains through below-thc-market in¬ 
terest rates on long-term mortgages, is economically at¬ 
tractive to whites as well as nonwhites. Since the program 
began in 1961 an increasing volume of this housing has 
been planned, built, and occupied in urban renewal areas. 
A significant segment of it is racially mixed and appears 
to be fairly stable in this respect.^® 

The reason why the most stable biracial neighborhoods 
are those of upper-income occupancy is that the possi¬ 
bility of nonwhite inundation is less real, reflecting the 
relative paucity of higher-income nonwhites in most 
cities. Unquestionably stable interracial neighborhoods 
have emerged in Washington, St. Louis, New York City, 
Boston, Chicago, Detroit, New Haven, Jersey City, 
Newark, Paterson, Philadelphia, Harrisburg, York, Min¬ 
neapolis, San Francisco, Richmond (California), and in 
a growing number of redevelopments elsewhere. 
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Even in the South, urban renewal has facilitated new 
racial patterns. In the Landmark luxury apartments con¬ 
structed in the Butler Street urban renewal site in At¬ 
lanta, Georgia, two Negro families were in occupancy in 
February 1965. In the redevelopment of East Nashville, 
three Negro households were living in a new downtown 
apartment building. In these and other cities of the South 
the novelty is not interracial patterns of living, but such 
patterns in newly constructed high-income and moderate- 
income neighborhoods. 

As of June 30, 1964, some 54,875 dwelling units in 
urban renewal areas were occupied. About 90 percent 
had been privately financed; the rest were public housing. 
Whites lived in 32,796 units, nonwhites in 19,617, and 
color was not reported in the remaining 2,462. Thirty- 
five projects had all-white occupancy, thirty-six were 
occupied exclusively by nonwhites, and ninety-three had 
some degree of racial mixture. Fourteen of these “mked” 
developments with 7,077 dwelling units were from 95 to 
99 percent white; seven were 95 to 99 percent nonwliite; 
and seventy-two, housing 35,528 households, were inte¬ 
grated in the sense that over 5 percent of the occupants 
were of a second ethnic origin. These “integrated” de¬ 
velopments housed some 22,000 white and 11,000 non¬ 
white families. The developments for which race was not 
reported were located in il^erto Rico; they housed some 
2,500 additional families and were racially integrated. 
These data are the basis of my earlier observation that 
“urban renewal is providing, for the first time, a sizable 
supply of new racially integrated housing in a growing 
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number of our cities . . . [It] is slowly affording non¬ 
whites (most of whom are middle-income) a chance to 
move out of racial ghettos into what, for the most part, 
seem to be stable ethnically integrated neighborhoods. 
Non-white families involved—far too few to date—arc 
thereby able at long last to begin to emulate the resi¬ 
dential mobility of earlier migrants to urban centers. 

Although thk may offer some encouragement to intc- 
grationists, it has extracted a real cost, the impact of 
which has been concentrated upon low-income non¬ 
whites. The first element, of course, is the forced dis¬ 
placement of households and small businesses. In addition, 
urban renewal has tom down ten times more low-income 
and moderate-income housing units than it has helped to 
produce. Until recently, most redevelopment housing 
has been so highly priced as either to exclude or greatly 
restrict nonwhite occupancy.^^ 

An interesting dilemma faces efforts to effect open 
occupancy in new construction facilitated by the Vet¬ 
erans Administration and the Federal Housing Adminis¬ 
tration. It has been suggested that such construction 
should be identified by a sign which would announce its 
availability to all ethnic groups. Aside from the technical 
difSculty inherent in the fact that a given development 
may use several types of financing (including conven¬ 
tional, which is not now covered by the Executive 
Order), there are policy questions. With less than zo 
percent of new starts now affected by federal open- 
occupancy requirements, such signs might discourage 
white purchasers or renters (who would go to competing 
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developments). Were the coverage of the Executive 
Order more extensive, this problem would be less trouble¬ 
some. But, if the coverage were more extensive, signs of 
identification might not be necessary, since nonwhite 
purchasers or renters could assume that any new project 
would be available to them and behave accordingly. 

In any discussion of site selection, a word should be 
added about the relative desirability of existing ghettos 
for redevelopment. Because of the historic concentration 
of newcomers near the core of the city and the long-time 
occupancy of desirably located sites by nonwhites, par¬ 
ticularly in cities of the Old South, theirs are often prime 
locations. Proposals to clear such sites (and low-income 
racially mixed sites) and rehouse higher-income whites 
on them were the basis for coining the phrases “Negro 
removal” and “Negro clearance.” Yet at the very moment 
that nonwhites and others opposed such action, some of 
them also opposed the redevelopment (either with or 
without urban renewal) of these areas with public hous¬ 
ing. 


INCOME AND INTEGRATION 

The basic urban dilemma of income and race has al¬ 
ready been mentioned. It is a choice between (i) housing 
a large number of nonwhites in low-rent accommoda¬ 
tions, (2) housing a somewhat smaller number in moder¬ 
ate-income housing, and (3) housing a much smaller 
number in high-income structures. This dilemma is most 
sharply presented when decisions are being made relative 
to the income distribution to be achieved in the re- 
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development of an urban renewal area, although it exists 
also when construction occurs elsewhere. There is, of 
course, an option of some of each type of housing, but 
it is seldom considered by those who engage in this 
colloquy. Because the degree and the potential stability 
of racial mixture varies, in any one site, inversely with the 
level of income served by redevelopment, the choice, 
again, frequently appears to be between racial integration 
and the augmentation of new housing available to non- 
whites. This issue presents itself in several forms. 

In a Midwestern city where a vast urban renewal 
project is largely completed, and where half of the newly 
constructed 3,700 dwelling units are occupied by non¬ 
whites, there was a question about income groups to be 
served by the future construction on the remaining un¬ 
developed land. Originally it was proposed that over half 
the additional new units should be for moderate-income 
households. The redevelopers of somewhat higher-rent 
housing now in occupancy wanted a lower proportion 
of moderate-income housing and a larger proportion 
of higher-income accommodations. The Negro com¬ 
munity was split, with most preferring the maximum 
degree of moderate-income housiag. Civil rights groups 
and liberals were more sharply split. 

There was no question that in proportion as a larger 
amount of moderate-income housing was provided, the 
degree of nonwhite occupancy would increase. Some 
feared that it might become so pronounced as to endanger 
the stability of the existing interracial pattern. At the 
same time, many who live in the vicinity of the renewal 
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area still believe that since it was originally a Negro 
slum, the proportion of nonwhites rehoused should be 
significantly larger than it has been to date. 

After much discussion and the consideration of a num¬ 
ber of proposals, the city council finally approved the 
sale of thirty acres in the urban renewal areas. The re- 
developer will construct over 1,100 dwelling units in 
high-rise apartments and town houses. Up until the final 
action of the city council, the economic mix of the re¬ 
development remained fluid. At the end there was a 
relaxation from the previous requirement of 55 percent 
moderate-income accommodations; the contract with the 
developer specified no more than 40 percent and no less 
than 20 percent of such housing. 

This apparent imbalance was partially offset by the 
plans for moderate-income construction elsewhere in the 
area of nonwhite concentration. By June 1965 some 
1,200 units of 221(d) (3) housing was completed, under 
construction, or planned for this section of the city. 

In a somewhat smaller city in the East a different mani¬ 
festation of the same problem has arisen. As in the Mid¬ 
western community, the renewal area was previously a 
Negro slum. Original plans envisioned redevelopment 
for high-income occupancy. This occasioned a storm of 
protest on the part of civil rights groups. Further analysis 
indicated that there would not be a market for high- 
income housing and plans were revised. 

At this point there was a split between the protesting 
groups. One wanted moderate-income redevelopment on 
the grounds that it would provide housing within the 
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reach of many nonwhites while lending itself to inte¬ 
gration. Another group championed public housing be¬ 
cause it would not occasion economic dislocation in the 
area. 

It was decided to achieve economically diversified 
housing, with concentration upon moderate-income ac¬ 
commodations. But the controversy continued to rage. 
The organization and the individuals who supported the 
decision took the position that it would not only provide 
a significant volume of housing for nonwhites but also 
create a stable interracial neighborhood. They said that 
if nothing but pubhe housing was built, the result would 
be an economic and ethnic ghetto. Also, they feared that 
it would be diflScult to market integrated housing on the 
site of a former Negro slum if a large volume of low- 
income housing were provided there. 

The champions of public housing redevelopment 
claimed that it was only equitable that the same people 
who previously hved in the area should move back into 
it. When they were told that, on the basis of past experi¬ 
ence, only a few of the displaced would seek shelter 
there, they rephed that the adverse impact of urban 
renewal had been concentrated upon poor Negroes and 
that this same group, suffering from a lack of decent 
housing, should benefit directly from the redevelopment. 
They added that relocation would only aggravate the 
shelter deprivation of this class, immediately reducing 
the supply of low-income housing in the city. 

There were some interesting fringe benefits incident 
to the controversy. Relocation will take place in stages. 
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Redevelopment on the site will include an economically 
diversified range of housing, some within the means of 
displaced families. Relocation planning now calls for 
short-term property improvements within the project 
area to serve better the needs of those who reside there 
during most of the relocation period. During this interim 
a community center will be provided for their use, and it 
will offer extensive social services, including a number of 
programs typical of the antipoverty campaign. 

One could describe many other cases in which there 
appears to be a choice between augmenting to the maxi¬ 
mum degree the supply of housing for nonwhites and 
obtaining less housing for them while fostering integra¬ 
tion. In some instances, as in the extensive West Side 
rehabilitation and redevelopment in New York, an effort 
is made to achieve something of both goals. Redevelop¬ 
ment there will provide a relatively small volume of 
newly constructed high-rent units, a sizable volume of 
new and rehabilitated middle-income and moderate- 
income housing, and a slightly smaller amount of low- 
income housing. Even this solution fails to avoid di¬ 
lemmas. What, for example, should be the mix? y^at 
criteria should be selected as the basis for the decision? 
And these questions, if they could be answered definitely, 
would not be determining. Any range of choices is limited 
by the response of the marketplace; and a mix that might 
work in the West Side of Manhattan would probably not 
be economically possible in Harlem or the Bronx, let 
alone the South Side of Chicago. Experience in New 
York City, San Francisco, and other cities has demon- 
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strated that political pressure, too, exerts a significant 
influence upon the ultimate decisions. 

Related decisions must be faced outside urban renewal 
areas. For some time public housing has been under at¬ 
tack. Much of the criticism is somewhat similar to the 
disenchantment with urban renewal: the program failed 
to realize the high hopes and promises of its earlier 
proponents. This has generated great disillusionment, 
and disillusionment usually leads to condemnation. The 
truth is that, with all its limitations, public housing has 
significantly upgraded the shelter of almost <Soo,ooo 
American families, half of which are nonwhite. It has also 
perpetuated economic ghettos and developed a poor 
image in some localities. 

In an effort to offset both of these weaknesses, many 
propose mixing public and moderate-income housing. 
Thi has a surface appeal, seeming to provide the best of 
both worlds, that is, an increase in low-income housing 
and at the same time the provision of racially integrated 
neighborhoods. Indeed, there is a slowly growing number 
of successful combinations of this type and they may 
provide an arrangement which will be a viable answer in 
many areas of the central cities. This is always a real 
possibility in sites which are well located, such as the 
West Side of Manhattan or the Western Addition area 
in San Francisco. 

Yet there are dilemmas here too. They cannot be 
wished away, and they may as well be understood. In 
those localities where there is the fear and possibility of 
nonwhite inundation, the public housing sector in such 
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a development could easily become all nonwhite, creating 
a pattern that might spread to the moderate-income ac¬ 
commodations as well. In many areas and in many sites, 
serious difficulties arise in marketing an interracial moder¬ 
ate-income development. If such a development is con¬ 
fused or identified with public housing, these difficulties 
can be aggravated. 

Thus, in an effort to achieve two laudable objectives, 
low-income and moderate-income housing on the one 
hand and integration on the other, there is the danger that 
neither will be accomplished. Outside urban renewal 
areas as well as in them, zoning relaxations and public 
acquisition of land for housing occur only after local 
public hearings. One of the questions asked at these hear¬ 
ings is the type of construction or redevelopment that is 
envisioned. In many cities, neither zoning adjustments 
nor utilization of eminent domain will be approved if the 
re-use is to include public housing. Thus its proposed 
mixture with moderate-income housing may defeat at¬ 
tempts to construct either. 

As suggested above, if moderate-income housing is 
decided upon, it may be successful at the cost of failure 
to alleviate to the maximum degree the quantitative needs 
of nonwhites. Such construction, however, is not without 
a significant indirect contribution to this objective. It 
greatly facilitates the filter-down process. For unlike 
high-cost additions to the housing supply, moderate- 
income additions are priced fairly close to what the poor 
are paying for substandard housing. Thus, as the volume 
of such new housing increases and vacancies occur, it is 
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possible that lower-income families may move in before 
the house has depreciated over a long period of time. 
Such depreciation, of course, is what has defeated filter¬ 
ing-down in the past. By the time high-priced housing 
has depreciated enough to be within the financial reach of 
the poor, it is pretty bad housing, either in terms of its 
physical condition or its overcrowded pattern of occu¬ 
pancy. 

The principal existing and proposed moderate-income 
housing programs of the federal government are re¬ 
stricted to nonprofit and limited-profit sponsors for rental 
units, and to individual or cooperative ownership for 
others. Insofar as such housing is constructed in former 
slum areas, it wiU have a revolutionary impact upon the 
neighborhoods. A radical change in ownership results. 
More important, slum landlords are replaced by nonprofit 
or limited-profit organizations. 

In certain cities, “Negro housing” is a most profitable 
investment: some individuals and firms operate as many 
as 500 units each. This large-scale ownership contrasts 
with the ineffectual bargaining power of poor Negro 
tenants and perpetuates possibilities of economic ex¬ 
ploitation. Federally assisted moderate-income housing is 
a real threat to the slumlords, and they recognize it. In 
one state they are said to have exchanged information 
from city to city and to have been discussing strategy to 
loll any and all forms of urban renewal. In this instance 
slum clearance, via urban renewal, can be a real benefit to 
nonwhites and contribute significantly to the upgrading 
of housing in the affected cities. Of course, public hous¬ 
ing has long operated to serve the same purpose. 
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that if such housing is augmented, it will be possible to 
reheve the pressure for accommodations in the ghettos, 
reduce the degree of economic exploitation therein, and 
upgrade the supply of existing low-income housing while 
increasing the supply of moderate-income structures 
available to minorities and others. 

Once this prospect is suggested, there are pressures to 
abolish the federal public housing program and leave low- 
cost construction to private nonprofit organizations. I am 
opposed to these pressures. In the first place, the financial 
formula of public housing provides a unique machinery 
for low-cost construction loans. This is achieved through 
the use of federally guaranteed tax-exempt bonds issued 
by local governments. With the money raised by these 
low-interest loans, they pay for the land and the con¬ 
struction of public housing developments. Secondly, 
the number, expertise, and capacity of nonprofit organi¬ 
zations in this country are still small. To look to them for 
exclusive or primary sponsorship, construction, and oper¬ 
ation would automatically limit the volume of low- 
income housing. Finally, we are recognizing that there 
is a need for greater social services and humanly oriented 
management in low-income housing developments. Public 
bodies can often best provide these, and they are apt to be 
more readily available to public housing than to de¬ 
velopments by nonprofit organizations. 

The proposal for a bold program of moderate-income 
housing and an end to the public housing program is, in 
fact, an expression of an “either-or”—a categorically logi¬ 
cal-solution to a problem for which there is no single 
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solution. While we expand the medium-income housing 
approaches, we also need to improve and redirect the 
public housing program. Until the war on poverty is 
won, we shall continue to have many families and indi¬ 
viduals whose housing needs can best be met by public 
housing. 


REHABILITATION AND RACE 

The increasing importance of rehabilitation in urban 
renewal was discussed in the preceding chapter. The 
initial reaction to this has been generally favorable on the 
part of those who decry “Negro removal.” There is a 
question as to how long it will be poptdar with those 
whose principal concern is integration. 

By its very nature rehabilitation that is cost-conscious, 
in the sense that it avoids pricing former residents out of 
the area, tends to perpetuate existing patterns of living. 
This means that although it would minim ize the displace¬ 
ment of nonwhites from localities where they now live, 
it would contribute little to their entering new areas. But 
it would vastly upgrade and improve their present en¬ 
vironment. Here the dilemma seems to be avoiding 
“Negro clearance” at the price of malting little progress 
toward integration. Acmally, much more is involved. 
Real and spurious issues of political power and questions 
of Negro businesses must be considered as well. 

There is a prevalent attitude among Negro politicians 
that efforts to destroy the ghetto are designed, in part at 
least, to dilute the political power of nonwhites. It seems 
to me that this is of limited validity. In city-wide or state- 
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wide electioiis mch concentrarions are meaningle^, and 
in prednn- or other smaller area-based cont^ts, non- 
whit^ wonld have greater poEtical power if so distnb- 
nted as to be deciding factoK in several such contain 
rather than being die totaHty in one cont^t. However, 
the fact that such opinion exists create a v«^ted inter^t in 
pr^erving existing neighborhoods. On the other hand 
there is great vaHdity in opposing minority group dis¬ 
placement on the grounds that it uproots and often 
destroys nonw’Mte busin^es. Th^e are usually small, 
somewhat marginal ^tablishments, catering to a market 
peculkr to their location. Relocation is aiwa}^ difficult 
for them and often impc^ible. 

Wide-scale rehabiHtetion under urban renewal require 
a agnificanr degree of neighborhood citizen participa¬ 
tion, and the population involved is, for the mc^ part, 
the same before and after the acrtivity. Thus any economic 
ckffi conffict as to objective is minimizecL The pr^ent 
rodents ivant to pr^erve the crorrent economic com- 
pcation of the affected aro. If they are lower-income 
renters, they usualy oppcse radic^ upgrading 1^ it 
appreciably inflate rents. Alost of the occupants of the 
deteriorating gray areas outside the central busines dis- 
tricit, once ffiere is the prospect of area-wide upgrading, 
are primarily concerned wiffi their continued occupancy 
with the minimum increase in housing cc^ts. 

Proponents of integration may reacit cEfferently. Re- 
habiEtarion of the gray areas with a concern for avoiding 
displacement of former residents wtill, ultimately, have 
effects somewhat similar to builcEng pubEc housing in 
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entered the area. Here, it seeni^ the effect of rehabilita- 
tion was .^irnikr to that of new constraction, reflecting the 
impact of the ccKt of the honsiiig provided. 

la Washington, D.C., an urban renewal plan featoring 
rehabilitation was supported by low-income rodents. 
T his c^me to public notice when the National Capital 
Planning Conimsion rejected the long-discu^ed Adams- 
Alorgan urban renewal propc^al calling for spot clearance 
and ^ot lelabilitation in a large area of Northw^t 
Washington, of the low-income Negro residents in 
the pro|KBed project area, many liberals, the local Negro 
pi^ (which frequently characterized urban renew^al as 
‘Negro clearance”), as wel as the leading daily paper, 
deplored the Planning Commission’s action."^ The small 
bu^^« in the ar^ a private so-c^ed rehabilitation 
firm, and some rmdent upper-income nonwhit^ ap¬ 
plauded 

The^ different rocriom followed from the fact that 
the renewal plan would have provided low-income and 
moderate-income housing for many of the pr^ent less 
affluent Negro r^daits in the area. The forces of the 
private market and code enforcement, which the Plan¬ 
ning Comniksion expected to carry out the upgrading 
of the ar^ would dislocate permanently many of the 
low-income rodents without giving than any reloca¬ 
tion ^stance. Th«e forc^ would also permit many 
anafl busin^^ to remain—biKin^ Aat would be dis¬ 
placed or forced to remodel by any effective site plan 
concerned with compatible land-use patterns. 

If an ar^ is in nonwhim cxicupancy, it cannot become 



DILEMMAS OF RACE 109 

integrated without some displacement, even if the treat¬ 
ment is code enforcement or rehabilitation. The situation 
is complicated by the fact that urban renewal has been 
used as an instrument for displacing all—or most—non¬ 
whites from desirable areas of a city. Although this 
seldom happens today, the fact that it has happened 
created an image of the program. Thus any displace¬ 
ment of nonwhites automatically conjures up the concept 
of pushing minorities out of desirable locations—and 
usually without any compensation for the inconvenience. 

One may conjecture that of all the possible compro¬ 
mises in racial housing issues, the compromise that will be 
least difficult to live with, for now, will be rehabilitation. 
This will be true, however, only if the real impact of this 
approach is realized—an understanding which I doubt 
exists today. The point is that, provided this approach is 
supplemented by positive action to achieve the objectives 
of democratic housing patterns elsewhere in a com¬ 
munity, rehabihtation which avoids general economic 
displacement is not too damaging to these goals. 

MEETING THE HOUSING NEEDS OF NONWHITES 

It requires no detailed analysis to demonstrate that in 
our urban centers where the nonwhite population is 
growing, now primarily because of natural increase rather 
than migration, adequate housing for minorities can be 
obtained only by expanding the space they occupy. 
Additional pressures are generated by new highway con¬ 
struction and urban renewal, as well as additional locally 
sponsored programs which displace nonwhites. But, so 
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far, stable biiadal r^denml patterns seem to ^require 
gradual change in ne^hborhood edinic compc^tion, and 
that, rf restncted ta only a ^ew parts of a cky , r^ults 
in too slow a pace of change to pro¥ide the volume of 
housing needed by nonwhit^. 

One device sugg^ed to ease the situation is the en¬ 
trance of nonwhit^ into the suburbs. So far this has been 
a trickle, limited primarily to the more affluent. A more 
fundamental approach, outlined above, would be to pro¬ 
vide a large volume of lowa:-cc« housing on an^ open- 
occupancy bffiis in the subuite. Both economic and 
psychologiol t^nefits would foEow- The economic bene¬ 
fits have teen shown orlier in the chapter. EquaHy 
important would be the r^uiting modification of the 
homogeneous patterns of suburbia and the tendency to 
reduce the prstige of such r^dential arrangements 
throughout the urten complex. TTiere would be other 
benefits as wel. In Chapter 2 ,1 referred to the costs of 
continued exduson of lower-income famih^ from the 
suburbs. Also, 2s more and more employment oppor- 
tuniti^ appear outade the central cities, such exclusion 
accentuate die alrody serious problems of transporta- 
tioa. 

But, in addition to white suburbia’s oppc^ition to non¬ 
white neighbors, there are complications to the outward- 
movement approach, too. An immediate one is the ap¬ 
parent dkin r Jinfl fifui of many nonwhite to move away 
from the central city. This may be a short-run phenome¬ 
non, refiecting the cultural security the ghetto affords 
to many who feel rejected elsewhere; it is an adjustment 
to aiforced r^dendal segr^ation. In any event, there is 












II2 


DILEMMAS OF URBAN AMERICA 

proach but one that involves both phenomena. Actually, 
regardless of ideology, both are occurring and increas¬ 
ingly will occur. In Boston, for example, the older, long¬ 
term middle-class residents of a Negro area undergoing 
rehabilitation and redevelopment indicated a preference 
to remain there. The younger, better-trained, and occu¬ 
pationally integrated households were the pioneers in 
entering suburban and central-city biracial neighbor¬ 
hoods.^’^ 

As we move toward realization of widespread open 
occupancy—the only residential pattern consistent with 
the philosophy and promise of a democracy—we shall 
encounter many contradictory developments. There will 
be frequent instances when efforts to achieve a stated 
objective may result in the realization of another. Or we 
may achieve one goal without contributing significantly 
to another equally important one. Perhaps the most frus¬ 
trating development will be occasions when mixed racial 
residential patterns that have involved great dedication 
and effort will prove to be but transitional stages in the 
process of augmenting the inventory of shelter available 
to nonwhites. 

But without abandoning or repudiating our commit¬ 
ment to equal opportunity in housing, we cannot ignore 
the supply of existing facilities. This is no less valid in 
housmg than in education. For both, there is wisdom in 
Kenneth Clark’s recent dictum that the goals of integra¬ 
tion and quality of existing facilities must be sought 
together.*® In both of these basic areas of American life, 
each supports the other. 
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SUMMING UP 


I HAVE REPEATEDLY URGED a federal urban knd |M>lcy. 
Othere have noted the lack of a deBberate polcy guid¬ 
ance in na tional housing programs. Hots W^iHiam Nffih 
and Ch^er Hartman a^rt; '""If our central concern 
realy is to provide decent hom^ and suitable living 
environments for al families, then a whoMy different 
strategy and a wholy revised set of priorities are c^ed 
for.”^ Concurrently, there has been a ol for federal 
leadership and affirmative action in Ae field of race and 
housing. 

We are moving slowly towaiii fadng up to Ae mnt 
of urban land poBcy. Prmdent Johnson’s m^age on 
“The Problems and Future of Ae Central City and Its 
Suburbs” (March 2, 1965) represented a signifiaint 
forward. It emphasized metropolitan-area planning. Hie 
Pr^ident also called for financial asstaece for (1) area- 
wide water and sewerage facilties, (2) advanced acqns- 
tion of land for public ns^, and (3) new communities 
and planned subAvisions. He propcKcd an Institute of 
Urban Development and a Temporary National Cem- 
mi^ion on Cod^, Zoning, Taxation, and Development 
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Standards. The direction of federal land policy has been 
set. 

The mixture of private industry and government in 
this field and the absence of viable local governments in 
areas where land policy is needed dictate a certain degree 
of trial and error. In many instances the approach will 
have to be indirect, providing rewards for desirable pat¬ 
terns rather than prohibiting undesirable ones. Often, 
there will be no local governmental bodies willing, able, 
and ready to regulate. And the expression of individual 
choices, operating as it does through the private sector, 
further limits the possibility of public directives. It also 
affects the type of housing program that can be success¬ 
fully carried out, influencing significantly the degree of 
economic and ethnic class mixture. 

It will be necessary to encourage and facilitate state as 
well as federal concern for urban land usage. The federal 
government can help by continually articulating prob¬ 
lems through conferences, statements by the President 
and his official family. Congressional hearings, and legis¬ 
lative action. It can also provide financial assistance for 
the encouragement of more effective state machinery and 
for the partial support of state programs. 

At the same time reapportionment should bring about 
more state action affecting urbanization. This will prob¬ 
ably be concentrated in the suburbs and the urbanizing 
areas beyond. It is in just these areas that there is today 
a vacuum of urban-oriented government and the greatest 
need for rational utilization of land. One may hope that 
the recent emphasis of federal policy upon comprehen- 
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sive and metropolitan planning may mb off on tbe stat«. 
Certainly the federal government can and should con¬ 
tinue to encourage this through selective and wel- 
directed financial a^istance. 

Housing policy, too, is being revised. There graiter 
coordination between those agenda of the federal gov¬ 
ernment which provide financial support for urban re¬ 
newal and mortage underwriting for housing; and more 
and more attention is being paid to the sectors of the 
market whcse members cannot secure decent shelter 
without some form of public a^istance. We axe revsing 
our priorities in this sphere, placing new emphasfa upon 
low-income and moderate-income housing and rehabihta- 
tion. 

In Chapter 3, I set forth the recent change of policy 
and emphasis in urban renewal. The new directioiK are 
part and parcel of the evolving system of new prioriti^ in 
housing. They a^ume more definitive shape in urban 
renew^ both because of the degr^ of federal financM 
involvement and the existence of effective dty govem- 
menis. Most important, the new direction in urban re¬ 
newal wiE bring about a greater capacity of dti« to 
ateorb more compreheimve programs. Thus, we shaM be 
able to expand the activity at the rame tiiiie that its impact 
spreads from slums and downtown blight to the vast gray 
areas. 

Issuance of the Erecutive Order on Eqml Opportunity 
in Housing in 1962 was the first comprehensive action to 
secure open occupancy in federaly agisted hoim^- It 
was supplemented and mpported by Tide VI of die Qvi 
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Rights Act of 1964. Because of the paradoxes and the 
dilemmas in race and housing, we must move simultane¬ 
ously in two directions. First, as a matter of simple jus¬ 
tice, as a means of avoiding future violence, and as an 
instrument for preserving our cities, the supply of decent 
low-income and moderate-income housing must be in¬ 
creased—and it must be available to minorities on an equal 
basis. Concurrently, patterns of racial integration in hous¬ 
ing must be rapidly augmented; such patterns arc a 
principal means of breaking down enforced racial segre¬ 
gation. Racial segregation is not only the symbol of dis¬ 
crimination in housing but also the institution which 
limits nonwliites’ housing choices and exposes so many to 
economic exploitation, social differentiation, and exclu¬ 
sion from racially integrated public facilities and accom¬ 
modations. 

Thus, it appears that in each of the basic phases of 
urban development treated in this book, we are moving 
toward a national policy. 

Because of the heterogeneity of the country, its gov¬ 
ernmental structure, our traditions relative to land and 
home ownership, and the paradoxes in race and housing, 
definitive formulations of policy are difficult. If there is 
a single theme that runs through this book it is this: toe 
must avoid doctrinaire approaches. There are no simple 
answers. Indeed, there are few single answers or pat 
solutions which will be eff ective. 

Unique situations confront us as we effect the transition 
from a rural to an urban nation. Many have been out¬ 
lined in this book, and one should be mentioned again. It 
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is that in the United States we shall attempt to meet the 
problems involved through a partneiship between private 
enterprise and govemmenL As was suggested earler, few, 
if any, models in other nations can be adopted complete¬ 
ly. At the same time, there are many approach^ abroad 
which should and can indicate pitfalls and objectives? 
But what w^e develop will be an indigenous America 
product, responsive to our people, institutioES, and re¬ 
sources. 

As difficult, cumbemome, and frequently oteolete 3S it 
is, we have some machinery for meeting the future prob¬ 
lems of urban development- And we are developing 
additional and more effective machinery. A basic ^ue is 
our abihty to recognize the nature of rapid urbanization 
and the necessity for sound objective and programs to 
deal with it. Provided we avoid coterie controversy 
about government versus private enterprise, there is every 
reason to believe that we can develop an urban setting 
which uill be respomve to the needs of an urban society. 
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